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INITIAL STUDY 

PROJECT TITLE: Superseding Master Plan and Phase I Buildings for the Navy 
Broadway Complex (NBC) Project, herein known as the "Project'". 

APPLICANT: Manchester Financial Group and Manchester Pacific Gateway. 
LLC 

PREPARER OF THE INTIAL STUDY 

Centre City Development Corporation 
225 Broadway, Suite 1100 
San Diego, CA 92101 
Attn: Eli Sanchez 

PROJECT LOCATION: The Project is located in the City of San Diego, 
California within the downtown area, in the western area of the City near the San-
Diego Bay waterfront and is bounded by Broadway on the north, Pacific Highway 
on the east, and Harbor Drive on the south and west. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: See Project Description on page 4 of this Initial 
Study. 

PROJECT SETTING: The 1992 Final EIR/EiS for the Navy Broadway 
Complex (NBC) describes the existing setting of the NBC. This description is 
hereby incorporated by reference. 

The I4.7-acre NBC site houses the Commander, Navy Region Southwest 
(CHRSW), the Navy Fleet Industrial Supply Center (TISC), and several other 
Navy administrative uses, and is central to other military installations, including 
Naval Base Point Loma. Naval Base Coronado: and Naval Station San Diego. 
Constructed between 1921 and 1944. the Complex currently has 860,678 sf of 
administrative and warehouse space that is located in two large and six smaller 
buildings. The southern and eastern parts of the property were previously 
developed with many structures that have since been demolished, and nearly half 
of the site is presently used for parking. 

Downtown San Diego has a diverse mix of land uses, including working port 
activities, industrial complexes: cultural facilities, retail stores, officesT residences 
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and civic buildings. The NBC is adjacent to the San Diego Bay waterfront and is 
surrounded by a mix of urban uses, including the USS Midway, several piers, a 
cruise ship terminal, and a landscaped embarcaderc promenade to die west; a large 
public parking lot to the north, known as Lane Field and planned for 
redevelopment with hotel and retail uses; hotel, residential, commercial, and retail 
uses to the east; and Seaport Village, a retail destination, to the south. The San 
Diego Convention Center is located to the southeast of Seaport Village. NAVFEC 
Southwest is located on the Pacific Highway, approximately 1,300 feet north of 
the NBC, and die surrounding neighborhoods have experienced residential 
development recently, including both mid-rise buildings and high-rise towers. 

RELEVANT ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW DOCUMENTS: 

Since the Project was originally approved in 1992. the City has approved 
several large scale planning and development proposals for the Downtown area 
that relate to and incorporate buildout of the Project. Specifically, the Project has 
been considered or was assumed in die 1992 NBC Project EIR/EIS, the 1992 Final 
Master EIR for the Centre City Redevelopment Project, the 1999 Final Subsequent 
EIR for the Ballpark and Ancillary Development Projects, the 2000 North 
Embarcadero Visionary Plan EIR, and the 2006 Downtown Community Plan Final : 

EIR (collectively, the "Environmental Documents'') In addition, in 2006, the U.S. 
Navy prepared an Environmental Assessment that considered the environmental 
effects'of implementing the Development Agreement, pursuant to the Navy's 
obligations under federal environmental law (National Environmental Policy Act). 
Each of the documents identified below is hereby incorporated by reference into 
this Initial Study, 

Na\y Broadway Complex Final Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR)/Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) (Joint CEOA/NEPA 
Document) ...;>./" 

In 1990, a Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental impact 
Report (EIR/EIS) for the Navy Broadway Complex Project by the U.S. Navy and 
the City of San Diego. The documents were circulated simultaneously and 
incorporated each other by reference. The Final EIR/EIS was certified in 1992 
and included an evaluation of potential impacts of development of the NBC 
Project as proposed by the Development Agreement between the City of San 
Diego and the U.S. Navy. The Final EIR/EIS included an evaluation of potential 
impacts of the NBC Development Agreement, including evaluations of Land Use. 
Transportation/Circulation, Aesthetics and Viewshed. Public Services and 
Utilities, Socioeconomic (i.e., population, housing, and employment). Geology 
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and Seismicity, Hydrology, Biological Resources. Air Quality, Noise, Cultural 
Resources, Public Health and Safety and Cumulative Impacts and Growth 
inducing Impacts. 

Final Master Environmental Impact Report (MEIRjfor the Centre City! 
Redevelopment Project 

The Centre City Redevelopment Project involved an update of the then-
existing Centre City Community Plan and adoption of related ordinances, 
including the Centre City Parking Ordinance, the Centre City Transit Ordinance, 
the Centre City Streetscape Manual, and the approval of a corresponding 
amendment to the City's Local Coastal Program. The Project area encompasses 
approximately 1,540 acres and covers four sub areas: Columbia Sub Area. Marina 
Sub Area, Gaslamp Quarter Sub Area, and the Expansion Sub Area. The 
Community Plan encompasses approximately 1,538 acres. The Community Plan 
provided overall standards, criteria, and objectives for development in the Centre 
City Area. 

On April 8, 1992, the Redevelopment Agency and the City Council 
certified the Final Master Environmental Impact Report (MEIR) for the Centre 
City Redevelopment Project and adopted a Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting 
Plan for the Project. The 1992 MEIR specificaUy identified the NBC Project 
within the Land Use section on Page 4,A-17 as follows: "^.redevelopment of 1 
million square feet of Navy offices; up to 2.5 million mixed commercial, office, 
and hotel uses, and a plaza at Broadway and Flarbor Drive." The MEIR assumed 
development of the NBC Project in the Land Use Impact analysis and anticipated 
mitigation associated with Transportation/Circulation/Parking, Air Quality, 
Cultural Resources and other Project specific measures necessary to reduce 
potential impacts to a less than significant level. 

Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) to the 1992 Final 
Master Environmental Impact Report Addressing the Centre City 
Community Plan and Related Developments for the Proposed Ballpark and 
Ancillary Development Projects 

The Ballpark and ancillary development projects proposed to redevelop 
approximately 75 acres within the East Village south of Market Street adjacent to 
the Gaslamp Quarter and across from the Convention Center. The project includes 
redevelopment surrounding the ballpark, such as residential lofts, restaurants, 
shops: entertainment cultural activities, and conference facilities. The ballpark 
represents the central element of the Ballpark Project and covers approximately 15 
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acres. The ballpark provides fixed seating for approximately 42,500 fans, plus an 
additional capacity of 3,500 in the "Park at the Park." The ballpark includes two 
"garden buildings." These buildings are connected to the ballpark through bridges 
and walkways and include concessions, retail uses, ticket offices, business offices: 

and parking, amounting to a total of 259.000 sf. Other facilities include a 3,000-sf 
auditorium and 3,000-sf Hall of Fame/Interactive Learning Center. A series of 
parking facilities, one parking structure and four surface lots, will provide , 
approximately 2,383 parking spaces. ! 

The Redevelopment Agency and the City Council certified a Final | 
Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) on October 26. 1999, as a ! 
supplement to the MEIR, addressing the Centre City Community Plan and Related i 
Documents for the proposed Ballpark and ancillary development projects. The j 
SEIR incorporated by reference the NBC EIR/EIS. The SEIR did not specifically j 
identify the NBC Project as a project under its Land Use or Cumulative discussion ] 
sections. However, to determine the short-term and longer-term cumulative 
impacts with or without the Ballpark and ancillary development projects, the SEIR 
assumed buildout of the Redevelopment Project Area as defined in the 1992 
Master Environmental Impact Report (MEIR) for the Centre City Redevelopment 
Project, which included the NBC project. 

Because the 1992 MEIR included the NBC project, the same and/or similar 
intersection, ramp and roadway segment impacts were assumed in the SEIR's 
traffic analysis. Additionally, the SEIR analyzed air quality using the Regional 
Air Quality Standards (RAQS) for the San Diego Air Basin. Mitigation included 
an Event Transportation Management Plan, Freeway Deficiency Plan, Parking 
Management Plan and Transit improvements. 

North Embarcadero Visionary Plan Environmental Impact Report 

In 1997, CCDC, along with the City, the County of San Diego, the San 
Diego Unified Port District and the Navy, formed the Embarcadero Alliance to 
draft, endorse and adopt a new plan for the waterfront area west of the railroad 
right-of-way and Laurel Street to the north, and Harbor Drive to the south. The 
plan area covers approximately 295 acres and includes both land and water areas. 
The resultant North Embarcadero Visionary Plan ("Visionary Plan") has two main 
objectives: to install a variety of public improvements to beautify the area to 
encourage new development and to prescribe regulatory standards that contribute a 
unified development pattern to the waterfront. The Visionary Plan and the NBC 
Development Agreement are similar in substance and intent in part because the 
Visionary Plan is also based on the Central Bay front Design Principles. 
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In March 2000. the Board of Port Commissioners of the San Diego Unified 
Port District certified the Environmental Impact Report for the Visionary Plan. 
The Visionary Plan EIR evaluated, on a programmatic level, impacts associated 
with implementation of the Visionary Plan, and project-specific analysis for 
subsequent projects proposed under the Visionary Plan. The Visionary Pian EIR 
was intended as a type of first-tier EIR to be used to streamline the CEQA process 
for subsequent projects that are proposed under a larger programmatic action. The 
Visionary Plan EIR identifies the NBC Project as an exiling entitled project for 
comprehensive planning purposes and cumulative analysis. 

Downtown Community Plan Environmental Impact Report in Conjunction 
with the new Doivntown Community Plan, new Centre City Planned 
District Ordinance and Tenth Amendment to the Redevelopment Plan for 
the Centre City Redevelopment Project. 

In February 2006, the San Diego City Council adopted an update to the 
Downtown Community Plan. The Downtown Community Plan replaces the 
Centre City Community Plan, adopted in 1992. The Community Plan is part of 
the City's Progress Guide and General Pian and provides an overall framework for 
development by defining land use types and building intensities, the transportation 
system, recreational opportunities and urban design. In order to reflect the 
changes contained in die Downtown Community Plan, the Centre City 
Redevelopment Plan was also amended for consistency. The primary revisions 
resulted from replacing descriptions of land use districts to be consistent with the 
Downtown Community Plan, and to revise estimates of residential population and 
number of residential units in the Redevelopment Area. 

The Redevelopment Agency and the City Council certified the Downtown 
Community Plan EIR on February 28, 2006. The,-Gommunity Plan EIR assumed 
development of the NBC Project in the Project Description and incorporated 
anticipated land uses and building square footage into the figures and impact 
analysis. The EIR also anticipated mitigation for direct impacts associated with 
Transportation/Circulation/Parking, Air Quality. Cultural Resources and other 
project specific measures necessary to reduce potential impacts to below a level of 
significance, as well as cumulative impacts to Air Quaiity and Transportation. 

2006 Environmental Assessment for Navy Broadway Complex 

Jn 2006. the United States Navy prepared an Environmental Assessment 
(EA) for the Navy Broadway Complex in accordance with the Council on 
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Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations, 40 C.F.R. Part 1500; the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). 42 USC § 4321: and other environmental 
regulations pertinent to the Navy. (See 2006 EA, p. ES-i.) The purpose of the EA 
was to consider the environmental effects of the implementation of the 
Development Agreement because, unlike in the early 1990s, market conditions in 
2006 were favorable to the types of development contemplated by the 
Development Agreement. (2006 EA. p. ES-3.) Although the EA is a NEPA 
document, and not a CEQA. document, the EA provides recent, relevant 
information regarding the environmental effects associated with implementation of 
the Development Agreement. The information presented in the EA was dierefore 
considered in the preparation of this Initial Study and is incorporated herein by 
reference. 

SEE ATTACHED CHECKLIST FOR MORE INFORMATION ABOUT 
CONTENTS OF ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTS. 

DETERMINATION: The primary' purpose of diis Initial Study is to evaluate the 
potential environmental effects of the proposed Project. 

This Initial Study is intended to determine if the proposed Project and additional" 
detail provided, beyond that analyzed in the Environmental Documents described 
above, meet any of the requirements for preparation of a.Subsequent or 
Supplemental Environmental Documents per Public Resources Code Section 
21166 and Sections 15162-15164 of the State California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA) Guidelines. These sections of the CEQA Guidelines would require a 
Subsequent or Supplemental EER. if any of the following conditions apply: 

• Substantial changes are proposed in the project which will require major 
revisions of the previous EIRs due to the involvement of new significant 
environmental effects or a substantial increase in .the severity of 
previously identified significant effects v * ; 

• Substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which 
the project is undertaken which will require major revisions of the 
previous EIRs due to the involvement of new significant environmental 
effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified 
significant effects; or 

« New information of substantial importance, which was not known and 
could not have been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at 

Navy Broadway Complex Project Development Agreement and Superseding Master Plan ^ ^ k 
and Phase I Buildings ^ ^ 

vi July 2007 
CCDC Initial Study 



the time the previous EIRs were certified as complete, shows any of the 
following: 

o The project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in 
the previous EIRs; 

o Significant effects previously examined will be .substantially more 
severe than shown in the previous EIRs; 

o Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be 
feasible would in fact be feasible, and would substantially reduce 
one or more significant effects of the project, but the project 
proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or alternative; or 

o Mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably different 
from those analyzed in the previous EIRs would substantially reduce 
one or more significant effects on the environment, but the project 
proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or alternative. 

This Initial Study determines that the conditions described in CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15162 have not occurred. The Project consists of a Superseding Master . • 1 
Plan, which replaces the previous Master Plan found to be consistent with the • I 
Development Agreement, and the Phase I Buildings. The Project has been j 
reviewed by CCDC Staff, who have recommended that the Project be found I 
consistent with the Development Agreement on which all previous environmental i 
determinations have been made. There are no new significant environmental | 
impacts and there is not an increase in severity of a previously identified j 
significant effect. Moreover, the circumstances under which the Project is j 
undertaken have not changed such that major revisions to the Environmental 
Documents are needed. Specifically, there are no new significant impacts or a 
substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects. 
Lastly, there is no new information of substantial irilportance that indicates: 

• that the Project will have new significant effects; 
« that significant effects previously examined will be substantially more 

severe than shown in the previous EIRs: 
• dial mitigation measures previously found infeasible would be feasible. 

and would reduce one or more significant effects of the Project, but the 
Project proponents decline to adopt it, or 

• mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably different from 
those analyzed in the previous EIRs would substantially reduce one or 
more significant effects of the Project but the Project proponents decline 
to adopt the mitigation measure or alternative. 
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The discussion of potential impacts in the Initial Study Checklist specifically 
addresses die potential for new or more severe impacts with regard to each 
resource area. Based on the criteria established under CEQA Guidelines Section 
15164, this Initial Study determines that no Subsequent or Supplemental EIR is 
required. 

MITIGATION: Certain policies or programs (mitigation measures) were 
required in, or incorporated into the Navy Broadway Complex Project in 
connection with certification of the Environmental Documents. Mitigation 
measures included in the Environmental Documents require future permit-specific 
implementation. As part of the City of San Diego's mitigation and monitoring and 
reporting obligation under State law, and pursuant to the Mitigation. Monitoring, 
and Reporting Program of the Environmental Documents, certain mitigation 
measures that were included in the Environmental Documents will be required if 
and when the proposed Project is approved. 

INITIAL STUDY ANALYSIS 

L PROPOSED PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Location 

The site of the Project is located in the City of San Diego, California within the 
downtown area. The Project is located in the western area of die City near the San 
Diego Bay waterfront. It is bounded by Broadway on the north. Pacific Highway 
on the east, and Harbor Drive on the south and west. The NBC, which consists of 
approximately 14.7 acres, is located on eight city blocks. The eight city blocks are 
consolidated into four larger blocks, with each bounded by Pacific Highway on the 
east and Harbor Drive on the west, and separated b^ihe extension of E, F, and G 
streets. (See attached project location map.) 

Project Description 

The proposed activity for the purposes of this Initial Study is approval of the 
Superseding Master Plan and Phase i Buildings for the Navy Broadway Complex 
project. The Superseding Master Plan is intended to serve as a guide and long-
term outline for implementing the 1992 Development Agreement entered into 
between the U.S. Navy and the City of San Diego. The proposed Superseding 
Master Plan is intended to be consistent with the NBC Development Agreement. 
conform to the Downtown Community Plan, and advance the policies and goals of 
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the Visionary Plan and the objectives of the Centre City Redevelopment project. 
The proposed Superseding Master Plan is also designed to incorporate the 
fundamental elements of the Central Bay front Design Principles (view corridors, 
waterfront public access and stepping development "down" to the Say). The 
Project boundaries remain the same and all the components of the original project 
have been carried forward that were identified in the Development Agreement and 
analyzed by the Environmental Documents. The main components of the 
proposed Superseding Master Plan include; 

• A maximum of 2,893,434 gross square feet of above-grade development. 
This figure is 356,566 gross square feet less than the maximum building 
area allowed. 

• 25,000 sf of independent retail space; 

• 1.9 acres of formal open space; 

• Primary uses include office, hotel, retail, public attraction, and parking uses 
(and retail associated with each of diese uses). 

• Museum space in two locations on Block 4 with a combined total square 
footage of 40,000. This is the minimum gross square feet of public 
attractions, such as museums, allowed. 

• 2.988 parking spaces to serve the allocation of uses in the Project. This is 
117 spaces less than the Final EIR/EIS estimation of 3,105 on-site parking 
spaces to be allowed with full build out of the Project. 

Project 
component 
Office 
Hotel 

Retail 
Public 
Attraction 

Minimum or 
Maximum per 
Development 
Agreement 
1,650,000 sf Max 
1,220,000 sf Max 

(1,500 rooms 
Max) 
25,000 sf Max 
40,000 sf Min 
55,000 sf Max 

Proposed 
Superseding 
Master Plan Difference 
1,646,793 sf ]-3,207 sf 
1,181,641 sf 

(1,575 rooms) 

25,000 sf 
40,000 sf 

-38,3 5 9sf \ 
i 

(-75 rooms) \ 

__ 

„ 
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Total sf 
Open 
Space 
Parking 

3,250,000 sf Max 
1.8 acres Min 

3,105 Max 

2,893,434 sf \-356,566sf 
1.9 acres -KP acres 

2,988 -IJ7 

The Phase I Buildings consist of independent consistency reviews of four 
individual buildings within the NBC project. These buildings may be summarized 
as follows: 

Building 2A: A i3-slory, 200-foot tall building containing 296,535 square feet of 
office space and supporting retail space. 

Building 2B: A 28-story, 350-foot tall building containing 384,524 square feet of 
office space and 555,826 square feet of hotel space (approximately 943 rooms), 
including supporting retail space. 

Building 3A; A 10-story, 150-foot tall building containing 195,070 square feet 
(approximately 193 rooms) plus 16,000 square feel of independent retail space. 

Building 3B: A 17-story, 250-foot building containing 351,000 square feet of 
Navy office space. 

II, ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS: See attached Environmental 
Checklist/Initial Study. 

III. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS: The following findings are derived from 
the environmental assessment documented by this Initial Study and the previous 
Environmental Documents: 

i. No substantial changes are proposed it^the l^avy Broadway 
Complex (NBC) Development Agreement and die Environmental 
Document's Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
(MMRP), or with respect to the circumstances under which the 
Project is to be undertaken as a result of the proposed Superseding 
Master Plan and Phase I Buildings, w-iiich will require important or 
major revisions in the Final EIR/EIS for the NBC Project: 

2. No new information of substantial importance to the NBC 
Development Agreement has become available that was not known 
or could not have been known at the time the Environmental 
Documents were certified as complete, and that shows that the 
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Project will have any significant effects not discussed previously in 
the Environmental Documents, or that anv sisuiilcant effects 
previously examined will be substantially more severe than shown in 
the Environmental Documents, or that any mitigation measures or 
alternatives previously found not to be feasibie or not previously 
considered would substantially reduce or lessen any significant 
effects of the NBC Project on the environment; 

3. No Negative Declaration, Subsequent EIR, or Supplement to the 
Environmental Documents is necessary or required; 

4. The proposed Superseding Master Plan and Phase I Buildings will 
have no significant effect on die environment, except as identified 
and considered in the Environmental Documents. No new specific 
mitigation measures are required. 

IV. EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

This section evaluates the potential environmental effects of the proposed 
Superseding Master Plan and Phase I Buildings using the environmental checklist 
from the CEQA Guidelines as amended in September 2004. The conclusions 
drawn regarding the degree of the impact are based on a comparison of the effects 
of the proposed activity with the results and conclusion of the Environmental 
Documents, as well the 1992 Development Agreement executed for the NBC 
project. 

A "Not Significant" response indicates that, although impacts or changes in the 
environment may occur, the impact would be below a level of significance or the 
impact would not apply to the proposed Project. A response of "Significant but 
Mitigated1' indicates that incorporation of mitigation|measures identified in the 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan for the Environmental Documents 
would reduce the impact of the proposed Project to below a level of significance. 
A response of "Significant and Not Mitigated" indicates that the findings conclude 
that the impacts of the Project would remain significant even with implementation 
of the mitigation measures identified in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Pian for die Environmental Documents. A response of "Significant and Not 
Mitigated'' does not indicate that the impact of the proposed activity would be 
greater than assumed in the Environmental Documents nor does it imply that the 
impact was not considered in the Environmental Documents. 
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For each response category, assessments are determined on a Direct ("D") and 
Cumulative ("C") basis. A direct impact is the result of the Project impact solely 
within the Project area. A cumulative impact is the result of the Project impact on 
a regional scale, in combination with impacts assumed from odier Projects in the 
region and vicinity. 

The following table lists each potential environmental effect and provides 
information supporting the conclusion drawn as to the degree of impact associated 
with the proposed activity. 

• 
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Issues and Supporting Iiifrtrmiition 

1. AESTHETICS/VISUAL QUALITY: 
(a) Substantially disturb a scenic resource, vista or view from a public viewing area, 
including a State scenic highway or view corridor designated by the Downtown 
Community Pian? 

f'iews of scenic resources, such as Sou Diego Bay, San Diego-Coronado Bay Bridge, 
Point Loma, Coronado and the downtown skyline are considered an important 
downtown asset. According to the Navy Broadway Complex Final EIS/EIR (Final 
EIR/EIS), (he Project site is in a visually important area because of its proximity to the 
waterfront and its visibility from several key viewpoints. The NBC site can be viewed 

from areas across (lie hay to the northwest, west, and south including long-range views 
from Point Loma. According to (he Final EIS/EIR. (he types of views associated with 
the NBC project include: 

• Panoramic views from Coronado and Harbor Islands across the bay. 
• Gateway views from Harbor Drive at Laurel Street and 1-5 at Olive Street 

looking south, and from Harbor Drive looking north; 
• Street-end v iws from the downtown along Broadway. E, F. G, and Market 

si reels. 

No designated scenic resources actually exist within the Downtown planning area 
Jtxccgtjpr a small portion of State Designated Scenic Highway 163. Nevertheless, vie \ \ 's 

Significant 
And Not 

Mitigated 
(SNM) 

0, 
t j 

•3 

V 1, 

u 

"3 

U 

Significant 
nm 

Mitigated 
_ (SM) 

Q 

u 

5 

u 
dJ 

Not 
Significant 

"(NS) 

a 

o 

X 

o 

B 
u 

X 

Navy Brondwny Complex Project Development Agreemcnl, Superseding Master Plan ami Phase I Buildings 

CCDC Initial Study I July 2007 



Issues and Supporting Information 

of the San Diego Bay from downtown arc considered a significant downtown asset. 
Distant views and a sense ofcxpansiveness are especially critical to balance the 
planned higli development intensities. Several stree/s surrounding the NBC have been 
designated as public view corridors in (he Downtown Community Plan, including 
Pacific Highway; Broadway: and E. F. and G streets. 

The Urban Design Guidelines of (be Development Agreement are intended lo ensure 
high-quality design of the NBC. The quality of the design has a direct correlation with 
the quality of (lie visual environment. As the North Embarcadero Alliance Vision Plan 
(NEA VP) and Downtown Community Plan planning efforts were completed subsequent 
(o the Development Agreement, many design elements of (he Development Agreement 
were incorporated info those plans. As required by (he Development Agreemcnl, (he 
Project incorporales and is consistent with the Urban Design Guidelines. 

The Development Agreement provides that towers must he designed as slender 
structures lo minimize view obstruction from inland areas, and to create a well-
composed skyline compatible with existing development. 

The Project includes seven proposed buildings with forms that qualify as "towers, "Jive 
along Pacific Highway and two along Harbor Drive. The three tallest towers are 
located on block I and 2 and each is 75-feet wide respectively, considerably less than 
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Issues and Supporting Information 

(he maximum allowed.- (he narrow sides of (heir rectangular plans are oriented lo (he 
east, minimizing views from (he inland. Individual buildings respond to tbe detail of 
their location and not a formula of massing, to provide generally better views, sunlight 
access ami design variety. Regarding "compatible with existing development, " sec (bj 
below. 

Implementation of the Project would enhance and/or be visually compatible with (he 
surrounding area. Views of the site from Harbor Island would be in character with the 
high rise development ofdownfown. Modern buildings and installation of landscaping 
along Pacific Highway would improve the quality of views along Pacific Highway, (he 
major public view corridor in (he Downtown Community Plan. From the G Street Male, 
views of the redevelopment would be compatible with the surrounding buildings of 
downtown. The USS Midway -would continue to be a dominant feature from this view. 
The proposed Project would be visually compatible with the existing high-rise 
development viewable from Centennial Park in Coronado. Views from the E Street 
corridor would be improved as the street would be opened to pedestrian and vehicular 
traffic from downtown to the waterfront. 
In addilion, to ensure (hal visual resources are protected, the Downtown Community 
Plan outlines design criteria to preserve and reinforce (he existing views and (o capture 
new views as redevelopment on large waterfront parcels, such as the NBC. occurs. 
Such view policies include: 
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Issues and Supporting Information 

• Extending the downtown street grid system from E, F, and. 0 streets, to the 
waterfront and other large sites as they are redeveloped. 

• Prohibit full or partial street closures by new buildings; the only enable use 
of a street closure would be a park or public open space; 

• Protecting public views of the water, and reestablish water views; and 
• Prohibiting the construction of "sky-walks" or any visible structure in view 

of corridors. 

The Project conforms with view policies of the Downtown Community Plan. Therefore, 
the direct and cumulative impacts of the Project to views of scenic resources from public 
viewing areas would not be significantly different from (he conclusions of the Final 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR)/Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)(Joint 
CEQA/NEPA document) (the "Final EIR/EIS"); the 2000 North Embarcadero 
Visionary Plan Final Master EIR (the Visionary Plan Final MEIR "); (he 1992 Final 
Master EIR for (fie Centre City Redevelopment Project (the " Final MEIR "); (he 1999 
Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report to the MEIR for the Centre City 
Redevelopment Project (the " Final SEIR "); and (he 2006 Downtown Community Plan, 
Centre City Planned District Ordinance, and IO'1' Amendment to the Redevelopment 
Plan For The Centre City Project Area Final EIR (the " Community Plan Final EIR ") 
(collecdvely, (he 'Environmental Documents "). 
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the proposed Project does not include any component (hat would substantially disturb 
(he existing visual character of (he Downtown/Marina area, including (he small portion 
of (he State Designated Scenic Highway 163. Thus the impact of the proposed Project 
on visual character of (lie area would not be significant. 

(b) Substantially incompatible with the bulk, scale, color and/or design of surrounding 
development? 

The Project includes seven lowers. Three of the seven towers are 235 feel long eas(-
west, creating lower wall planes that are large in comparison with existing dowmown 
towers, which typically do not exceed 200feet. Nevertheless, these towers are narrow 
in the critical north-south direction, which is comparable to existing and currently 
under construction lowers near ihe site, and to tbe majority of existing and planned 
towers in downtown. 

The Master Plan includes the site plan/ground level usage; circulation; and basic 
massing, volumes, and forms of buildings in order lo verify required building 
constraints are observed. The architectural vocabulary of forms and materials are 
established as individual buildings are brought forward for a Consistency 
Determination at the first stage of review (Basic Concept/Schematic Drawings). 
Because the Projeci is proposed to be developed in phases, buildings in Phase 1 will be 
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reviewed against each other and Phase 2 buildings will be reviewed both against each 
other and also with Phase I to ensure the design creates a visually harmonious 
grouping ofbiiildings, both within the NBC and surrounding development. 

Therefore, the direct and cumulative visual unpads of the proposed Project on flic 
surrounding development would be less than significant. 

(c) Substantially affect daytime or nighttime views in the area due to lighting? 

As described in the Final EIR/EIS, climate in Downtown San Diego is characterized as 
moderate year-round. The influence of shade from buildings is not as critical an issue 
as it is in areas with temperature extremes, where shade can moderate extremely high 
temperatures and reduce already cool or cold weather. 

The. primary area of shading from existing project structures is towards the north and 
northeast, where shadows are cast during the warmest part of (he day on (he winter 
solstice. 'The winter solstice is considered important because il is (he day when shadows 
are of their longest, and it occurs during the cooler part of (he year. The Final EIR/EIS 
concluded (hat due to (he current low height of project structures, with no building 
higher than 150 feet, no substantial shadows are created during the winter solstice. 
Although three of the towers proposed in the Project exceed 200 feet, as further 
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explained in the Final EIR/EIS, the casting of shadows in moderate.climale areas, such 
as the project area, is not necessarily adverse. In fact, shading can provide a moderate 
effect on holler summer temperatures, and would be considered beneficial to public uses 
in the. warmer times of (be year. During the cooler times, temperatures are moderate 
enough that shading would not he considered subslantiaBy adverse. (Final EIR/EIS, p. 
4-114.) 

The City of San Diego '.v Light Pollution Law (Municipal Code Section 101.1300 el scq.) 
protects nighttime views (e.g. astronomical activities) and light-sensitive land uses from 
excessive light generated by development in (he downtown area. Since any development 
proposed under the Projeci woidd he subject to the City's Light Pollution Law, the 
direct and cumulative impacts lo daylime and nighttime views due to lighting would not 
be significant, consistent with the findings of (he Environmental Documents. 

Therefore, no direct or cwnulativc effects on nighttime views or lighting would occur as 
a result of the Project not previously analyzed in the Environmental Documents. 

2. AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES 
(a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance 
(Farmland) to non-agricultural use? 
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Downtown San Diego is an urban environment that does not contain f and designated as 
prime agricultural soils by (he Soils Conservation Service, nor does il contain any 
farmlands designated by (be California Departmenl of Conservation. Therefore, no 
impact to agricultural resources would occur. 

(b) Conflict vvitii existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract? 

The Navy Broadwa)> Complex does not contain, nor is it near, land zoned for 
agricultural use or land subject to a Williamson Act Contract pursuant to Section 51201 
of the California Government Code. Therefore, impacts resulting from conflicts with 
existing zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act contract would not occur. 

3. AIR QUALITY 
(a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of an applicable air quality plan, 
including the County's Regional Air Quality Strategies or the State Implemenlation 
Plan? 

The Final EIR/EIS found that tbe NBC Project would be consistent with the then-current 
(19S2) and proposed SIP, and that the Project would therefore not hove a significant 
impact (Final EIR/EIS, p. 4-172.) 
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Further, the Downtown Comumnity Plan EIR, approved in 2006, analyzed air quality 
impacts associated with development in the Downtown area, including the NBC project, 
and found thai although implemenlation of the proposed Plan would substantially 
increase the air emissions generated from downtown with respect to current levels, the 
proposed land use plan would not conflict with regional air quality planning because if 
would implement many of the slrafcgies and policies established by regional plans to 
reduce air pollution. Most notably, the mixed-use emphasis would implement an 
important technique to reduce mobile source emission by co-locating housing and 
employment opportunities. In addition, the downtown area is well-served by a variety of 
transit opportunities including light rail (the Trolley), commuter trains (the Coaster) 
and bus service. BRT service planned for downtown would also reduce mobile source 
emissions in the SDAB. 

More specifically, (he proposed Community Plan represents "smart growth" (hal would 
achieve the following strategies identified by the San Diego Air Pollution Control 
District: 

• Designate future transit corridors and rail station sites as "Transit Focus 
Areas, " and zone such areas for compact, pedestrian-oriented development; 

• Incorporate residential uses in existing employment areas; 
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• Designate a central business core and direct commercial uses there, 
enabling ridesharing and daytime worker errands on foot; and 

• Promote reviializalion and infill development in mixed use core areas. 

Therefore, the proposed Community Plan would be consistent with air quality/land use 
planning strategies and regional air quality planning. (Downtown Community Plan 
Final EIR, p. 5.8-5.) 

The proposed Prof ect is consistent with the NBC Development Agreement and conforms 
to the Downtown Community Plan. The project boundaries are the same and all the 
components of the original profect have been carried forward (bat were identified in the 
1992 Final EIR/EIS and Development Agreement. The main components of the 
proposed Project include a reduction in (he maximum gross square feel of above-grade 
development, inclusion of a museum and a change in the number of parking spaces. Tbe 
Projeci remains consistent with the strategies identified by the Downtown Community 
Plan EIR and will be consistent with air quality/laud use planning strategies and 
regional air quality planning. Therefore, the direct and cumulative visual impacts of the 
proposed Project on tbe surrounding development would not be significantly different 
from the conclusions of the Pinal EIR/EIS and (he impact remains less-thau-siguificaut. 

(b) Generale or expose sensitive receptors to substantial air contaminants including, 
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but not limited to, criteria pollutants, smoke, soot, grime, toxic fumes and substances, 
particulate mailer, or any other emissions thai may endanger human health? 

lite Final EIR/EIS for the. NBC Project and the Final EIR for the Downtown Community 
Plan indicate that the Project would result in potential air quality impacts related lo air 
emission generators and receptors. Specifically, both identify potential impacts 
associated with construction related activities. However, with incorporation of 
mitigation measures, any construction related impacts will be less than significant. 
(Final EIR/EIS. p. 4-209: Downtown Community Plan Final EIR, pp. 5.8-11-5.8-13.) 

In addilion, mobile source emissions are identified as potentially significant. The 
Downtown Community Plan includes a number of goals and policies lo'reduce reliance 
on automobiles which would reduce mobile source emissions and these will apply to the 
Projeci. (Downtown Community Plan Final EIR, pp. 5.8-9 lo 5.9-10.) 

Tlie San Diego Air Basin is currently classified by the US EPA as a non-attainment area 
for ozone and PMIO. All new development in the San Diego Air Basin compounds these 
problems by creating more emissions. New development within the downtown planning 
area would be no exception, crealing long-term air emissions related primarily lo 
increased vehicular use and shorf-term dust during construction. Because the San 
Diego Air Basin already is impacted, any new development would have a significanl 
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cumulalive impact on regional air quality. Thus, implementation of the proposed 
Downtown Community Plan would result in a significanl cumulative air quality impact. 
Although the proposed Plan would concentrate development in an area which is well 
served by transit and offers a variety of opportunities to work and live in Ihe same area, 
ihe cumulative impact would remain significant. 

The proposed Projeci is intended to be consistent with the NBC Development Agreement 
and conform lo the Downtown Community Plan. The project boundaries are the same 
and all the components of She original projeci have been carried forward that were 
identified in the 1992 Final EIR/EIS and Development Agreement. The mitigation 
measure included in the Final EIR/EIS and Downtown Community Plan EIR will apply 
lo the Project and reduce Project-related impacts to less than significani levels. 
Consistent with l be. findings of the Final EIR/EIS, cumulative impacts will, however, 
remain significant and unavoidable. 

4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
(a) Substantially effect, either directly or tltrough habitat modifications, any species 
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, 
policies, or regulations, or by local, state or federal agencies? 
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Due to the highly urbanized nature of the downtown area, there are no sensitive plan! 
or animal species, habitats, or wildlife migration corridors within ihe area. In addilion, 
the ornamental trees and landscaping located in ihe downtown area are considered of 
insignificant value to native wildlife in their proposed location. In February 2007. the 
Departmenl offish and Game confirmed that development of the NBC Projeci has no 
potential effect on fish, wildlife and habitat. (Department offish and Game (Feb. 5, 
2007) CEQA Filing Fee No Effect Determination Form.) 

Therefore, no impact to any species identified as a candidate, sensitive or special status 
species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by local, stale or federal 
agencies is anticipated to occur as a result of implementation of (he Project. 

(b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural 
community identified in local or regional plans, policies, and regulations by local, state 
or federal agencies? 

The Downtown Planning area is not within a subregion of the San Diego County 
Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP), and does not contain any riparian 
habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, 
policies, and regulations by local, stale, or federal agencies. Therefore, impacts to 
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural communilies would not occur as a result of 
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(he proposed amendments. 

5. CULTURAL RESOURCES 
(a) Substantially impact a significant historical resource, as defined in CEQA 
Guidelines section 15064.5? 

The Final EIR/EIS analyzed impacts to Buildings J. II, and 12 which appear to qualify 
qs historic buildings on (he NBC Project site. Impacts to,Buildings I and 12 would 
result from their removal or substantial renovation; however, Building 11 is beyond the 
Profect limits and would not be affected by ihe Profect, 

The final EIR/EIS identifies removal or substantial alteration of Buildings 1 and 12 as 
a significant adverse effect of the Profect. The Final EIR/EIS includes mitigation 
measures which require consuliation with the California SI IPO and Advisory Council 
on Historic Preservation. Proposed mitigation includes a program for recording 
Buildings I and 12 pursuant to Section 110(b) of the National Historic Preservation 
Act. (Final EIR/EIS. pp. 4-210 to 4-211.) 

The Final EIR/EIS indicates that the consideration of cumulative impacts was not an 
issue for the Profect because the resources are site specific and no historic districts 
have been identified in the area that would be affected through the loss of resources 
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within the Project, (final EIR/EIS, p. 4-211.) 

The proposed Project is consistent with the NBC Development Agreement and conforms 
to ihe policies of the Downtown Community Plan. The Profect boundaries remain tbe 
same and all the components of the original projeci have been carried forward that 
were identified in (he 1992 final EIR/EIS and Development Agreement The mitigation 
measure included in (he final EIR/EIS and Downtown Community Plan EIR will apply 
lo (he Project and reduce Profect-relaled impacts to less than significant levels. 

(b) Substantially impact a significant archaeological resource pursuant to § 15064.5, 
including the disturbance of human remains interred outside of formal cemeteries? 

The final EIR/EIS analyzed impacts lo subsurface archaeological deposits and 
indicates that the alternatives requiring deep excavations for footings and below-grade 
construction would most likely destroy any resources. 'The final EIR/EIS concludes, 
however, thai this impact is not considered significant because the archaeology is nol 
likely lo yield any important information about the history or prehistory of the area. 
(Final EIR/EIS, pp. 4-209 to 4-210.) 

The final EIR/EIS indicates that (he consideration of cumulalive impacts lo cultural 
resources was not an issue for the Project, (final EIR/EIS, p. 4-211.) 
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The proposed Project is consistent with (he NBC Development Agreement and conforms 
lo ihe policies of the Downtown Community Plan. The Profect boundaries remain the 
same and all die components of the original prof ect have been carried forward that 
were identified in the 1992 final EIR/EIS and Development Agreement. Impacts to 
archeological resources remain less than significant. 

(c) Substantially impact a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic 
feature? 

The proposed Project does not include changes with a potential to adversely affect 
paleontological resources; impacts arc not significant. 

6. GEOLOGY AND SOILS 
(a) Substantial health and safety risk associated with seismic or geologic hazards? 

Tlie Final EIR/EIS for the NBC Project analyzed impacts associated with geology and 
soils and concluded that with mitigation measures, including compliance with building 
codes, impacts from geologic hazards would be less than significanl. 

While several changes have occurred with respect to information known about geologic 
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conditions since 1990, these changes were addressed in the 2006 Downtown Community 
Plan EIR. The Downtown Community Plan EIR. recognizes that (he Downtown 
Planning area is located in a seismically active region and that the Rose canyon fault 
zone, Downtown Grnhen. and the San Diego Fault traverse ihe Downtown Planning 
area. According to the Downtown Community Plan EIR. a seismic event on these faults 
could cause significant seismic groundshaking within the downtown area. Therefore, 
the proposed Project would allow development in an area with potential for substantial 
health and safely risks associafed with a seismic hazard. Although the potential for 
geologic hazards (landslides, liquefaction, slope failure, and seismically-induced 
settlement) is considered low due to the moderate to non-expansive geologic structure 
that underlies (he planning area, such hazards could nevertheless, occur. Tlie 
Community Plan EIR indicates (bat conformance with, and implementation of all 
seismic-safety development requirements, including City requirements for (he 
Downtown Special fault Zone, the seismic design requirements of the Uniform Building 
Code (UBC), Ihe City of San Diego Notification of Geologic Hazard procedures, and all 
other applicable requirements would ensure that the potential impacts associated with 
seismic and geologic hazards in the Downtown Community Plan area are not 
significant. 

The proposed Projeci is consistent with the NBC Development Agreement and conforms 
to the policies of (he Downtown Community Plan. The Project boundaries remain the 
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same and all (he components of the original project have been carried forward that 
were identified in (he 1992 final EIR/EIS and Development Agreement, Tbe mitigation 
measures included in ihe Final EIR/EIS and Downtown Community Plan EIR will apply 
to the Project and reduce Project-related impacts to less than significant levels. 

7, HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
(a) Substantial health and safety risk related to onsile hazardous materials? 

The Final EIR/EIS analyzes health hazards associated with tbe presence of hazardous 
substances on the Projeci site and concludes that, with mitigation, any potential impacts 
will be less than significant. No action-level (i.e., clean-up level) concentrations of 
hazardous substances were found in investigations conducted on the profect site, though 
the Final EIR/EIS recognizes that no study is thorough enough to preclude the detection 
of all substances that might be present on the site. Several areas of contamination or 
potential contamination were identified on the site that could adversely affect ihe health 
of personnel on the site, especially during construction activities that uncover soils. 

The area beneath (he surrounding Building 8 may contain hazardous substances. If 
these materials exist and are exposed, (hey could cause significanl health impacts. If the 
integrity of any units (bat store PCB-laden oil is compromised, contamination with this 
material could occur, also a significant health concern. Acid levels in soils near 
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Building 106 could cause metals in the soils to become more mobile and the oily surface 
residue in the vicinity of Buildings 7 and 106 may contain residues of concern with 
regard to health. The final EIR/EIS took the conservative position thai these condilions 
would be considered a significant adverse effect. 

'Through consultation with the EPA, mitigation measures were included in die Final 
EIR/EIS to reduce these impacts to a less than significanl level. 

The proposed Projeci is consistent with the NBC Development Agreement. 'The Project 
boundaries remain the same and all the components of the original Project have been 
carried forward that were identified in (he 1992 Final EIR/EIS and Development 
Agreement. The mitigation measures included in the final EIR/EIS will apply to (he 
Projeci and reduce Project-related impacts to less than significant levels. 

(b) Be located on or within 2,000 feel of a site that is included on a list of hazardous 
materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code § 65962.5? 

The Project site is nol located within 2,000 feet of a site that is included on a list of 
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code, § 65962.5. 

According to the Downtown Community Plan final EIR, the Downtown Planning Area 
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contains one site, tbe Tow Basin facility, on the Stale of California Hazardous Waste 
and Substances Sites List. This sile is located well over 2,000 feet from (he Profect site. 
In any event, the Downtown Community Plan final EIR concludes that compliance with 
mandatory federal, stale, and local regulations will ensure that significant hazards to 
the public and the environment will not occur. 

'The proposed Projeci is consistent with the NBC Developmenl Agreement and conforms 
lo the policies of the Downtown Community Plan. The Project boundaries remain the 
same and all the components of the original Projeci have been carried forward that 
were identified in (be 1992 final EIR/EIS and Development Agreement 

(c) Substantial safety risk to operations at San Diego International Airport? 

The final EIR/EIS states thai the Project includes building heights that approach the 
imaginary surfaces associated with Lindbergh Field and NAS, North Island designed lo 
protect navigable airspace; however, the sile is not within any safety hazard zones as 
defined by the AlCUZfor NAS, North Island and is not within any clear zones or other 
high Safety hazard zones associated with Lindbergh Field. Neither the horizontal 
surface from Lindbergh Field nor the conical surface from NAS, North Island, are 
surfaces that affect (be operations of either airfield, and excee dance of these surfaces 
means only that notificalion lo the FAA is required. The Navy notified the fAA of the 
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proposed Projeci and, in response, (he FAA prepared a Determination of No Hazard to 
A ir Navigation and has indicated the Project would nol have a significanl effect an the 
safe and efficient utilization of navigable airspace. 

The proposed Projeci is consistent with the NBC Development Agreement. The Project 
boundaries remain the. same and all Ihe components of the original project have been 
carried forward thai were identified in the 1992 Final EIR/EIS and Development 
Agreement. AH buildings comply with the height limits specified in (he Development 
Agreement. The conclusions of the final EIR/EIS with respect lo airport hazards 
therefore continue to apply to ihe Project, that the impacts eve less than significant. 

(d) Substantially impair implementation of an adopted Emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan? 

The proposed Project does not propose any features thai would affect an emergency 
response or evacuation plan. Therefore, implementation of the proposed Project is not 
anticipated lo result in substantial impairment of an adopted emergency plan or an 
emergency evacuation plan; impacts are not significant. 

H. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 
(a) Substantially degrade groundwater or surface water quality? 
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The final EIR/EIS concluded that because the existing water facilities in the profect 
vicinity ware curren/Jy operating well within their service capacity, there would he no 
significant impacts to water service from implementation of the Development 
Agreement. Implementation of the proposed Project would not substantially degrade 
groundwater or surface water quality. This impact remains less-lhan-significanl. 
Since the final EIR/EIS was certified, the San Diego Regional Water Qualify Control 
Board has determined (hat (be San Diego Bay is an impaired water body. In addition, 
(here have been changes in State law and local regulations since (hal lime, for tbe 
reasons that follow, however, water related impacts will remain less-(hansigii(ftcait(„ 

/''//;(•// project plans for the Project must include the design of storm.drainage structures 
consistent with Phase IINPDES Permit regulations. Under (he Phase II General 
Permit regulations governing small Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems (MS4s). 
the Developer is required lo develop and implement a SIVMP designed to reduce 
discharge through MS4s lo the highest extent practicable, and the SIVMP will be fully 
implemented hy the end of the permit term. 

Surface Water Resources 

A comprehensive Water Quality Technical Report (WOTR) will be prepared hy the 
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Developer in accordance with the City's Standard Urban Slormwater Mitigation Plan 
(SUSMP). Provisions of the IVQTR will focus on lite protection of water resources from 
project-generated adverse impacts to surface runoff of the maximum extent practicable, 
identifying both construction and programmatic Best Management Practices (BMPs) as 
required. The WQTR will he commensurate with the level of effort required based on 
completion of the SUSMP Applicability Checklist. The WQTR will follow the required 
format as set forth in the City's Land Development Manual Storm Water Standards, 
including, but not limited to identification of the potential impacts (flows and 
pollutants), proper design of post construction BMPs based on standard design criteria 
presented in Ihe SUSMP, implementalidp of construction and post-construction BMPs, 
and a maintenance agreement for Ihe dperdtion and maintenance ofpost'Construction 
BMPs. 

Prior to issuance of a grading permit for any phase or unit of development within (he 
proposed Project, the Developer will submit a Notice of intent for construction in 
compliance with the NPDES Construction General Permit. As pari of the application 
process, a project-specific SWPPP must be developed and implemented on sile. (2006 
EA.pp. 3.7-10 to 3.7-12.) 

Groundwater Resources 
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Implementation of the proposed Project would require temporary dewalering during 
construction activities. Therefore, (he Developer is required to enroll under RWQCB 
Order No. 2000-090. EnroUmenl under this Order will be required for any discharge of 
groundwater exlracled and discharged into the San Diego Bay during construction 
activities, and effluent limitations will be subject to the terms and conditions of this 
Order. Under Order No. 2000-090, (he Developer will be allowed only temporary 
dewalering during construction activity; no permanent groundwater extraction during 
project operations will be permitted. 

If infiltration inlo subterranean structures.cannot be prevented through design and 
consu uclion features, then extracted grbuhdwater from permanent operations may be 
discharged into the City's sanitary sewer system. This option would require a permit 
from (he City under SDMC 64.0500, Industrial Wastewater disposal. 

Implemenlation of these permit conditions would ensure compliance with (he regulatory 
requirements set forth by federal, stale, and local agencies. Compliance with the 
specified measures would reduce hydrology and water quality impacts from 
construction activities and operational impacts, including nonpohu and point-source 
discharges, to below a level of significance. (2006 EA. pp. 3.7-12 to 3.7-13.) 

(b) Substantially increase impervious surfaces and associate runoff ilow rates or 
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volmnes? 

The NBC site is essentially level, at street grade, and already covered with impervious 
surfaces. During storm events, surface water drainage flows to an existing network of 
subsurface storm drains located on and adjacent to the project site lhat discharge to ihe 
San Diego Bay. The proposed Projeci would require building demolition, subsurface 
excavations for building foundations and subterranean parking, and reconstruction of 
onsile storm drains. Implemenlation of the proposed Project could adversely affect 
hydrology and wafer quality conditions on the site and in the Project vicinity. 

However, because the Developer must cotnply with existing federal, stale and local 
fegidations. the proposed Profect would not result in any significanl water quality 
impacts. • y. 
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(a) Physically divide an cstabfished community? 

The Final EIR/EIS concluded that the NBC Projeci would be compatible with existing 
and planned surrounding land uses, and would not create any significant environmental 
effects associated with land use compatibility. (Final EIR/EIS, p. 4-12.) 
Jj!M]l*l!l!!?21IiIIl£lL&jh would not divide an established community 
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identified in the NEA VP. Implemenlation of the Profect would provide accessible 
bayfronl, and public parks, as well as physical extension to (he Ray. 

for these reasons, implemenlalion of the proposed Project would not conflict with the 
City's General Plan and Progress Guide, Downtown Community Plan or other 
applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation. As such, this impact is less-than-
significant. 

(c) Be substantially incompatible with surrounding land uses? 

The Fi/ml EIR/EIS concluded lhat the NB& Prof eel would be compatible with existing 
and planned surrounding land uses, and would not create any significant environmental 
effects associated with land use compatibility. (Final EIR/EIS, p. 4-12.) 

'The proposed Project is consistent with ihe NUC Development Agreement. The Project 
boundaries remain ihe same and all die components of ihe original project lhat were 
identified in the 1992 Final EIR/EIS and Development Agreement have been carried 
forward 

Implementation of the Projeci would be compatible with surrounding land uses. The 
NBC is located in the Columbia and Marina neighborhoods of downtown San Diego, 
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which have experienced substantial development since ihe execution of the Development 
Agreement. Implementation of the proposed Profect would develop a mixed-use profect 
including office, retail hold, public open space, new landscaping, upgraded public 

facilities, and new roadway improvements that would compliment adjacent uses in the 
surrounding areas. 

10, MINERAL RESOURCES 
(a) Substantially reduce the availability of important mineral resourees? 

The Final EIR/EIS analyzed impacts lo mhieral resources and, based on information 
available from the U.S. Bureau of Land Manage me ut and Ihe California Division of Oil 
and Gas, concluded that the Project site is not known So contain any extractable 
resources. As Ihe Projeci sile is not knownjo have any extractable resources such as 
oil, gas, or aggregate, and no resources are known lo have been extracted from the sile, 
no significant impacts will result (Final EIR/EIS, pp. I47-N8,) 

The. proposed Projeci is intended to be consistent with the NBC Development Agreement 
and conform to the policies of the Downtown Community Plan. The Project boundaries 
remain ihe same and all the components of the original projeci have been carried 
forward tfmt were identified in the 1992 Final EIR/EIS and Development Agreement. 
The Project will not result in anv significant impacts to mineral resources. 
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11. NOISE 
(a) Substantiai noise generation? 

Short-Term Noise Impacts 

The Final EIR/EIS stales lhat implementation of the Developmenl Agreement could 
cause a short-term annoyance to noise-sensitive land uses in the surroundiug area due 
lu construction activities. (Final EIR/EIS, p. 4-181). According to tbe Final EIR/EIS. 
ibis impact would he mitigated to a less-than-significant level through compliance with 
(he Son Diego County Code, which requires thai significant noise generating 
construction activities will he limited lo Mpnday through Saturday, .7:00 a.m. lo 7:00 
p.m. (FinalEIR/EIS p. 4-186.) \ 

The City of San Diego noise ordinance, noise effects from construction activities on 
residential receptors are nol to exceed 75 dBA. averaged over a 12~hour period. 
According to the 2006 NBC EA. the loudest construction noise associated with the 
Development Agreement would he from demolition of existing structures, concrete 

foundations, and parking areas. The nearest sensitive receptors to a demolition site are 
residents at Archslone Harborview, approximately I50j'eel away. At this distance, the 
maximum noise level from demolition activities is calculated at 82 dBA ami the average 
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hourly noise level would be 77 dBA Le,,. (Esi 2006, p. 3.9-8.) Assuming a worst-case 
scenario of 8 hours of noise at 77 dBA level from demolition, the average noise level 
over 12 hours would be 75 dBA, which equals but does not exceed the limits of the City 
Noise Ordinance. 

Implemenlation of ihe proposed Project implements and is consistent with the 
Developmenl Agreement. Nothing about the proposed Plan indicates that it would 
generate additional noise beyond thai contemplated by Ihe Development Agreement. 
Accordingly, short term noise impacts would remain less than significanl. 

Louz-Term Noise Impacts " ^ y : 

'Ihe NBC would include mechanical equipment that would generate noise that could be 
beard at receptors offsite. Equipment could include heating fans, ventilating, air 
conditioning, cooking, and laundry equipment and emergency generators. The City of 
Sim Diego noise ordinance limits the noise from these sources to 65 dBa Leqfrom 7:00 
a.m. to 7:00 p.m. and 60 dBA Leqfrom 7:00 p.m. lo 7:00 a.m. The Project does not 
include specific building designs that specify the types and locations of equipment, nor 
are such plans required at this stage of the planning process. At ihe lime Ihe Developer 
submits to the City Budding Inspection Department approval plans showing the 
locations ofnoise-generatiug equipment, the Developer will be required lo demonstrate 
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that tbe buildings will comply with the City noise ordinance. Compliance with the 
City's noise ordinance will ensure that noise generated from implementation of tbe 
proposed Profect remains less-lhan-significanl. 

Noise Generated Awav From Project Site 

Following construction completion, noise would be generated offsile hy vehicle traffic 
utilizing the proposed development. Traffic generated by the NBC Prof eel as well as for 
other anticipated developmenl in the area is included in the SANDAG 2030 forecasted 
volumes. Using these cumulative volumes,;Jraffic noise was assessed for major 
roadways in the Projeci area. Observed speeds and vehicle mix from the August 2005 
noise measuremenis were used in the model. The results showed that the noise 
increases from the existing condition to (he, 2030 condition, which includes traffic 
generated by ihe NBC Project as detailed inlhe Develojmieul Agreement, would be less 
than 3 dBA. (2006 EA, p. 3.9-10.) There is nothing about the proposed Project that 
suggests il would result in more noise than indicated in the Development Agreement. 

Thus, both the cumulalive and direct noise impacts would be less than significant. 

(h) Substantial interior noise within habitable rooms (e.g. levels in excess of 45 dB 
(A) CNBL)? 
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77^ /;V/ic// EIR/EIS slates thai, as in any downtown urban area characterized by dense 
development, future traffic noise levels are expected to be relatively high in the vicinity 
of the NBC. The hotels proposed in the Development Agreement and in the Project 
would be within the 65 dB CNEL contour of Pacific Highway. As slated in Ihe Final 
EIR/EIS, this could result in noise levels in excess of 45 dB CNEL in hotel rooms, which 
would be a significant impact. (Final EIR/EIS, p. 4-181.) 

As required by Mitigation Measure 4.9-3 of the Final EIR/EiS, prior to the issuance of 
building permits for hotel structures imde'i'lhe proposed Project, building specifications 
for hotel structures describing the acoitsTtcitl design features of tbe structures and 
evidence must be prepared by an acoustical consultanl that sound attenuation measures 
will satisfy the interior noise standard of 4% dB CNEL must be submitted to the City 
Building Inspection Department for approval. Implementation of this measure will 
ensure that interior noise impacts remain less than significanl. 

12. POPULATION AND HOUSING 
(a) Substantially induce population growth in an area? 

The 2006 Downtown Community Plan EIR analyzed implementation of the Downtown 
^^UlRlIIliyxJll^iUIlLll0l?PhllfJsiIl a}lllJ'01ls ' '"8- According lo the Downtown Community 
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1 'Ian Final EIR, CCDC projected a maximum population of 89,100 by the year 2030 
under the Community Plan. Therefore, the existing population of 27,500 would more 
than quadruple as a result of the Downtown Community Plan. 

The Downtown Community Plan Final EIR concluded lhat the number of residential 
units under ihe Community Plan would reach a maximum of 53,100 by the year 2030, 
which means that the existing number of residential units would increase by 
approximately 360 percent. This year 2030 residential unit projection for the 
Community Plan is greater than that anticipated by die 2030 City/County Forecast. 
SANDAG's projected number ofresideutiaLunils in the downtown planning area is 
34.284 by 2030. The difference between CCDC's estimate based on the Community 
Plan and the SANDAG forecast is 18,818 residential units. Therefore, the Community 
Plan EIR concluded lhat it would contribute additional housing to a region lhat is 
currently experiencing housing deficiencies and would have a beneficial effect on 
housing supply. 

hi addition, according to the Final EIR/EIS employment growth associated with 
implementation of the Development Agreement could result in indirect housing demands 
and population growth through project-induced in-nrigration lo the region. Given the 
substantial housing andpojmlation base in San Diego, however, the Final EIR/EIS 
concluded that new employees to the region associated with the NBC Project would be 
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absorbed without notable secondary effects. Because San Diego has grown lo an even 
larger population base than Ihe pojmlation in 1992 and because the proposed Project 
would not result in greater employment opportunities than the Development Agreement 
allows, impacts lo population growth remain less than significant. 

(h) Substantial displacement of existing housing units or people? 

Housing units are not currently located on the NBC sile nor do people reside on tbe site. 
Nor would the Project result in off-site housing or people lo he displaced. Therefore, 
implemenlation of the proposed Project caiild not result in a substantial displacement of 
existing housing units or people. 

13. PUBLIC SERVICES AND UTILITIES 
(a) Substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new schools? 

Vie NBC is located within the San Diego Unified School District. (SDUSD). According 
lo the Final EIR/EIS, implemenlalion of the Developmenl Agreement would not directly 
contribute students to the elementary and secondary schools within the San Diego 
Unified School Disiricl because residential uses are not included within the Agreement. 

According to the 2006 Environmental Assessment prepared to consider imjdementalion 
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of the Developmem Agreement, SDUSD enrollmeut has been declining since the 2000-
2001 school year, when the student population reached a peak of 142,260. This was 
after more than 20 years of steady growth in the 1980s and 1990s. School enrollment 
within the overall SDUSD system is currently operating below capacity, serving a total 
student population of 129,580 as of September 2005. Generally, elementary schools arc 
operating well below capacity, while secondary schools are generally operating closer 
to, but not exceeding, estimated occupancy levels. The SDUSD has forecast a decline in 
student enrollment through the 2013-2014 school year. Although the downtown region 
has experienced considerable residential growth in recent years, the increased 
residential development occurring in the area has thus far not generated a significanl 
public school population. SDUSD staff is "closely monitoring this situation and working 
wilh city staff to plan for new school facilities downtown should they be needed. (2006 
EA, p. 3.4-7.) % 

In July 1998, San Diego voters approved proposition MM, which allocates $1.51 billion 
to fund modernization of (he 161 then existing schools, construction of 12 new schools, 
and the rebuilding of 3 existing schools. The SDUSD utilizes fees under Proposition 
MM funding. While there ore no current plans for construction of new schools (hat 
would specifically serve the NBC, Golden Hill Elementary and Laura G. Rodriguez 
Elementary are located near downtown San Diego. Golden Hill Elementary opened in 
January 2006 and Laura G. Rodriguez Elementary is expected to open September 2007. 
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Proposition MM has residied in the improvements of school facilities, as well as the 
addition of six new elementary and (wo new middle schools. 

Education Code Section 17620 (formerly known as Government Code Section 35080) 
authorizes school districts to levy a fee. charge, dedication, or other form of 
requirement against any development project for the construction or reconstruction of 
school facilities. The SDUSD prepared (he District's Impact Fee Justification Study, 
dated January 2003. which concluded that it is necessary to imjjlement the authority of 
Section J 782- to levy fees in die amount of 

• $2.14 per foot for construction of new residential buildings; and 
• $.36per square foot for commercial and industrial construction. 

The developer will pay die required impact fees of $0.36 per square fool for the 
construction of new office, commercial, and hotel development in accordance with the 
MMP except for the Navy Office Building per the Development Agreement. Accordingly, 
there would not be significanl impacts to schools associated with implementation of the 
proposed Profect. 
(h) Substantial adverse physical impacts associated wilh the provision of fire 
protection/emergeiicy sendees? 
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llic Pinal EIR/EIS concludes that existing fire protection/emergency facilities, 
manpower and equipment al (he city and Federal fire departments are adequate to 
maintain a sufficient level of fire protection service to project site under the 
Development Agreemcnl. 'The Final EIR/EIS therefore concluded that the impacts to 

fire protection associated with implementation of the Developmenl Agreement are less-
ihan-significant. (Final EIR/EIS, pp. 4-115-4.117.) 

The Final EIR/EIS explains that implementation of the Developmenl Agreement would 
increase vehicular traffic on surrounding streets and arterials, which may increase the 
risk of traffic accidents. According to the'.Fjnal EIR/EIS, however, implemenlation of the 
circulation improvements proposed to viitig'dte impacts from the NBC redevelopment 
and other area development, as discussed in Section 4.2.3, page 4r65 of the Final 
EIR/EIS would reduce f his potential adverse effect to a level of less than significanl. 

According lo the Downtown Community Plan Final EIR, the San Diego Fire 
Departmenl is in the process of securing sites for two new fire stations in (he downtown 
area. As stated in ihe Community Plan Final EIR. while the two new fire stations, which 
may be built downtown, would result in physical impacts, their construction would nol 
be directly related to the Community Plan. Furthermore, insufficient information exists 
lo accurately determine ihe physical impacts which may occur from either of the 
proposed stations. As no site has been selected for a station west of Harbor Drive, no 
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evaluation can he made. 

As wilh ihe Developmenl Agreement, development under the proposed Project would 
result in construction of new buildings and underground parking facilities thai would be 
susceptible So fire hazards or would require emergency medical response. Pursuant to 
the Development Agreement, proposed developmenl of the NBC will include sprinklers 
and other fire safety measures lhat would rcdueefire impacts. Water flows of 9,463 
liters per minute (2,500 gallons per minute) would be required with a sprinkler fire 
system to adequately serve the NBC site. (2006 EA. p. 3.4-5). 

According lo the 2006 Environmental Assess'qieiil prepared for the Development 
Agreement, existing facilities, staffing, and equipment remain adequate lo maintain a 
sufficient level ofJirc protection service lo/jhe profect site. In addition, in response to 
llic growth project ions for the region not associated with the NBC Profect, the San 
Diego Fire Departmenl has secured a sile for a new fire station, known as the Bayside 
Station, at the southeast comer of Cedar and Pacific Highway. The Federal Fire 
Station al 32'" Street would also continue to provide as-needed service to Ihe site. 

In addition, as described by the Downtown Community Plan Pinal EIR, Policy 8.2-P~I 
of ihe Downtown Community Plan calls for the collection of Development Impact Fees 
(DlF)for all development to help for pay for needed fire facilities. The Project 
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Developers will pay this fee in relation to development of the NBC, except for the Navy 
office building, per die Development Agreement. 

For these reasons, the proposed Project would not require additional fire or emergency 
protection beyond that analyzed in the 1992 Final EIR/EIS, the 2006 Downtown 
Community Plan Pinal EIR, or in (he 2006 EA. Therefore, no significant impacts to fire 
protection/emergency services are anticipated wilh implementation of the proposed 
Project. 

(c) Substantial adverse physical impacte.iissocialcd wilh die provision of law 
enforcement services? •'•'. 

According to the 2006 EA, the potential law protection impacts remain the same as 
those identified by ihe Final EIR/EIS (i.e. an increased risk of traffic accidents due lo 
increased vehicular traffic on surrounding streets and arterials and a potential for 
increased car prowls on parked vehicles as a result of ihe higher density use proposed 
by die projeci.) like the Final EIR/EIS. the 2006 EA concluded that these impacts will 
be less than significanl. As explained in the 2006 EA, in response to Ihe future growth 
and development projected for the region not associated with the NBC project, the San 
Diego Police Departmenl has recommended on increase in staff of 38 officers 
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downtown over the next 5 years, and a related increase in civilian staff. Any additional 
staff would be available lo assist the site. In addition, Harbor Police would continue lo 
serve ihe San Diego Bay waterfront, including the projeci site, in coordination with the 
San Diego Police Department. Navy Shore Patrol and Commander Navy Region 
Southwest Public Safely would also continue lo provide safely responses to Navy-
occupied buildings ui support of the City and Harbor Police. (2006 EA, p. 3.4-3.) 

Implemenlalion of die proposed Projeci would not affect ihe provision of law 
enforcement lo serve the projeci area because the proposed uses and intensities are 
virtually identical lo those outlined by the-Developmenl Agreemcnl. Therefore, 
implementation of the proposed Project wo'utd not result in significant impacts to police 
services. 

(d) Substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of water 
Iransmission or treatmeul facilities? 

The Final EIR/EIS concluded thai because existing water facilities in the project vicinity 
arc currently operating well within their service capacity, there would be no significant 
impacts to water service from implementation of the Development Agreement. 

According to tlie 2006 EA, implemenlalion of the Developmenl Agreement would 

Sigmficant 
And Nol 

Mitigated 
(SNM) 

g 

D
ir

ec
 

U 

c3 

E 
CJ 

Significant 
But 

Mitigated 
(SM) 

g 
u 
dJ 
1— s 

CJ 

31 

+•• 

3 
CJ 

Not 
Significant 

(NS) 

g 
o 

a 

X 

3 
CJ 

X 

i 

Nuvy B r o a d w a y Complex Project Development Agreement , Superseding M a s t e r Plan and Phase I Buildings 

C C D C Init ial S tudy 41 Ju ly 2007 



Significant 
And Not 
Mitigated 

(SNM) 

Significant 
But 

Mitigated 
(SM) 

Not 
Significant 

(NS) 

Issues and Supporting lufonnafiun 

e 
a 
tu 

a 

> 

3 

U 

a 

D 

3 

u 

o 

Q 

CJ 

J2 
3 
6 
3 

CJ 
consume an addition 0.5 percent of current City water consumption rates per day. (2006 
FA. p. 3.4- J 3.) This amount) vould likely be smaller under the proposed Project 
because the Project proposes less development than approved in the Development 
Agreement. 

San Diego Municipal Code 147.04 requires that all buildings, prior to a change in 
property ownership, be certified as having water-conserving plumbing fixtures in place. 
Though ownership of the property remains with Ihe Navy, water-using elements of the 
proposed Project will comply wilh this ordinance. In addition, once detailed plans for 
the site under the Projeci have been appfoyed, the developer will work with the City to 
determine detailed flow rates for the site. ''''-, 

Water supply has been accounted for by die San Diego County Water Authority 
(SDCWA) in its 2000 Urban Water Management Plan (VWMP) (SDCWA). The UWMP 
uses a modeling program to assess future water demand and utilizes demographic data 
and regional growth forecasts from SANDAG to calculate projected water demand. 
Based on this information, there is expected to be sufficient supply to meet the demands 
of die project because developmenl is accounted for in certified development plans and 
environmental documents. 

Finally, the existing water facilities in (he project vicinity are currently operating within 
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their service capacity. Compliance wilh San Diego Municipal Code 147.04 would 
reduce the amount of water consumed by build-out of the proposed Project. In addilion, 
ongoing upgrades to the Alvarado Water Treatmeul Plan have increased its capacity of 
treated water by 33 percent. 

Therefore, consistent with the conclusions of the Final EIR/EIS. no significant impacts 
fo water service or water infrastructure are anticipated from the proposed Projeci. 

(e) Substantial ad verse physical impacts associated with the provision of wastewater 
transmission or treatment facilities? '•,;

::.. 

According to the Final EIR/EIS, die NBC Projeci wouldsiguijicanlly increase the 
amount of wastewater conveyed through existing sewer facilities. This would represent 
a substantial increase over existing uses and would result in significanl impacts to 
sewer conveyance facilities. Mitigalion Measure 4.4.6. requires the existing 15-inch 
diameter mains located in Pacific Highway and in Market Street to be upgraded by the 
developer, in coordination with the City of San Diego, lo a capacity sufficient lo serve 
fin ore onsile developmenl, as well as future upstream and tributary developments that 
would be linked to them. The Final EIR/EIS concludes that implemenlalion of 
Mitigation Measure 4.4.6 would avoid impacts related to sewer facilities, and as such 
this impact is less than significant. (Final EIR/EIS. p. 4-126.) Pursuant to Mitigalion 
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Measure 4.4.6. the developer of the proposed Projeci will work with the City to upgrade 
the existing 15-inch diameter mains located in Pacific Highway and in Market Street. 
Given this measure, significanl impacts of the Superseding Master Pan related to sewer 
facilities will be avoided. 

According to the 2006 EA, implementation of the Development Agreement would 
increase flows at Point Loma Water Treatment plant (PL\\rPP) by less than .2 percent. 
The proposed Project would likely increase flows to even less than that prof ected for the 
Development Agreement because (he amount of square footage dedicated to Navy 
and/or private use is less than what waspi-iginally approved. Given that PLIVTP Since 
1992 when Ihe Final EIR/EIS was cerlified/thcre has not been an increase in the 
amount of effluent and P I fFIT is operaling at 73 percent of design capacity, additional 
plant improvements would not he requirecl.to accommodate these additional flows. 

Prior 10 execution of the Developmenl Agreement, both the City and ihe RWQCB staled 
that the additional wastewater generated by implementation of the Development 
Agreement would not significantly affect the quality of water discharged from ihe 
outfall, nor would it affect ihe City's ability to provide secondary treatment of 
wastewaler, nor would it significantly affect the capacity of the wastewater treatment 
system. (2007 EA, p. 3,4-16.) Since that time, there has been an increase in the amount 
flfj'f/l'J^Il tl'sc^ul ,V ( ! '""t RfWTP has increased its capacity lo meet thai demand and 
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has a remaining capacity of 27 percent. 

For the reasons provided above, impacts to wastewaler treatment associated with 
implementation of die proposed Profect would remain less-lhan-significanl. 
(0 Substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of landfill 
facilities? 

According lo the Final EIR/EIS. based on the City's plans to develop new landfills or 
expand existing ones to serve the city's future disposal requirements, no significant 
impacts to solid waste disposal would resullfrom the Development Agreement. (Final 
EIR/EIS. p. 4-128.) ' • ' • ^ 

in addition, lo reduce the amount ofwaste'malerial entering landfills, as well as to meet 
the recycling goals established by the City and maudaled by California AB 939 (1989) 
the City requires individual redevelopment activities of at least 50 residential units or 
40.000 sf of commercial space to submit a Waste Management Plan to limit 
construction and demolition waste. Pursuant to this requirement, construction 
demolition debris will be sent to the newly opened construclion demolition inert 
recycling facility, approximately 9 miles from the NBC, to reduce landfill waste 
associated with demolition of the existing structures. 

—— -^——-
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Redevelopment activities meeting the 50 residential unit threshold would also be 
required hy San Diego Municipal Code to manage long-term solid waste generated 
after construction. Development under die proposed Project will be required to have as 
many recycling bins us trash bins on the premises and provide adequate interior and 
exterior refuse and recycling storage space. (EA 2006, p. 3.4-19.) Conformance with 
the Municipal Code would reduce long-term solid wasle generation rates, and the 
County's (wo future landfill expansion plans will expand the long-term capacity 
available for solid waste and disposal. 

Accordingly, for the reasons provided abbye, solid waste iuqjacts associated with the 
proposed Project would he less than significant. 

14. PARKS AND RECREATIONAL FACILITIES 
(a) Substantial increase in the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other 
recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would 
occur or be accelerated? 

The adopted Recreation Element of the City's Progress Guide and General Plan sets 
forth a series of goals and guidelines for the provision of recreation opportunities in 
both existing and new communities. "Population-basedfacilities ideally constitute 1.0 
ft) 3.9 acres of land per 1000 residents depending on proximity lo schools and ihe 
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residential densities of their service areas. Resource-based parks should provide 
between 15 and 17 acres/I 000. Open space lands, sports fields, plazas, and landscaped 
areas should constitute approximately J J to 2.0 acres/! 000 residents. These figures 
are norms or abstract concepts, however, and should not be rigidly applied throughout 
the City. " (San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan. p. 165.) 

The proposed Projeci includes 1.9 acres of formal open space/park area at the corner of 
Broadway and Harbor Drive. These spaces are expected to adequately serve lite 
demcifidfar parks thai the Profect may generate. 'The use of these 1.9 acres is expected 
to offset any demand for already existing parks. As such, implemenlalion of the 
proposed Project would not result in the us£pf existing neighborhood and regional 
parks or other recreational facilities such.that substantial physical deterioration of the 
facility would occur or be accelerated. .:•', 

15. mANSPORTATIONmiAFFIC 
(a) Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to the existing traffic 
load and capacity of the street and highway system (e.g., result in a substantia! increase 
in cither the number of vehicle trips, the volume to capacity ratio on roads, or 
congestion at intersections)? 
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CJ The Final EIR/EIS concluded that (here are no roadway segments or intersections 
where unavoidable adverse impacts would occur after implementation of ihe mitigation 
measures provided in section 4.2 of the EIR/EIS. (Final EIR/EIS, pp. 4-70, 4-73.) 

Because traffic conditions have changed since the Final EIR/EIS was certified, ihe 2006 
EA prepared for the NBC Profect examined existing conditions and compared those 
condilions lo buildout of the NBC Projeci as set forth in the Developmenl Agreement. 
Because ihe Projeci implements ihe Development Agreement, the EA 's analysis is 
relevant to and relied upon by this Initial Study. The following summarizes the traffic 
analysis performed hy the 2006 EA. '/:._ 

• ' ' / , ' • • ' • ' 

LOS information for streets adjacent to the NBC site is included in the Downtown 
Community Plan EIR Transportation, Circulation and Access Study. Existing LOS 
within ihe study area includes all inlersections expected lo be affected by die 
redevelopment of (he. NUC. (See 2006 EA, p. 3.2-2) All studied intersections, except for 
Grape Street and North Harbor Drive in the p.m. peak hour operate at LOS C or belter. 
The iniersection of Grape Street and North Harbor Drive operates at LOS E during the 
p. in. peak hour. Table 3.2-2 of the 2006 EA summarizes the existing LOS for roadway 
segments adjacent to the NBC. All roadway segments operate at LOS D or better. 

JJj}:__2006EA analyzes trip generation rates associated with laud uses assumed in (he 
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Development. Using trip generation rates from the 1990 City of San Diego Trip 
Generation ManuaL the land uses assumed in the Development Agreement would 
generate 39,731 ADTs on the downtown circulation network. Based on (he conclusions 
regarding potential miffic impacts presented in the 1991 ROD, the Development 
Agreement identified specific transportation improvements that will be incorporated 
into the proposed Projeci. as discussed below. 

The recent traffic analysis completed for the Downtown Community Plan EIR also 
addressed the potential traffic impacts that would result from implementation of the 
proposed action and other cumulalive prdjecls in Ihe downtown area. The Community 
Plan EIR utilized the current City ofSaivlb&go trip generation rates for downtown San 
Diego; these rates for individual land uses are lower than the rest of the city because of 
the high use of public transit and hecausc'.the density and proximity of land uses 
downtown reduces the need for multiple automobile trips. 

The 2006 EA concluded thai the Development Agreement is estimated to generate 
approximately 27,130 ADT. This represents a 32percent reduction (12,601 ADT)from 
She number of trips assumed in ihe Development Agreement. This large reduction in 
ADT is due mainly lo the reduced trip generation rales identified by die City that best 
reflect greater use of public transportation in the downtown area. According to the 
2006 EA, the 32 percent reduction in number of (rips would lessen the potential traffic 

Significant 
And Not 

Mitigated 
(SNM) 

g 
u 
a> 

o 

5 
• C 

C3 

e 
3 

CJ 

Significant 
But 

Mitigated 
(SM) 

g 
u 

5 

G_ 

3 

a 
3 

CJ 

Not 
Significant 

(NS) 

D
ir

ec
t (

D
) 

C
um

ul
at

iv
e 

(C
) 

Navy Broadway Complex Project Development Agreement, Superseding Master Plan and Phase I Buildings 

CCDC Initial Study 49 July 2007 



Issues and Supporting Information 

impacts that were assumed when the Navy and the City entered into the Development 
Agreement. The proposed Project is consistent wilh (he Development Agreement and is 
virtually the same in terms of use and intensity as the Development Agreement. 

All of the following transportation improvements in the Development Agreement will be 
implemented by Ihe City and the developer, as indicated in the MMP during 
construclion of the project us proposed by the Project: 

• E, /•', and G streets shall be extended to allow for continuous vehicular 
and pedestrian access beti^een Pacific Highway and North Harbor 
Drive; ''"• V^; 

• C; Street shall provide enhanced access between the Marina 
neighborhood and the G Street Mole by extending G Street as a major 
pedestrian promenade; 

o Pacific Highway shall be widened and improved along ihe frontage 
adjacent lo the NBC; and 

o /( Long-Term Travel Demand Management (TDM) Program shall be 
implemented. 

The substantial reduction in ADTs calculated in the updated traffic analysis confirms 
the conclusions of the Development Agreement and the Final EIR/EIS that the agreed-

Significant 
Ami Not 

Mitigated 
(SNM) 

g 
u 
I-. 

Q 

S 
D 

3 

S 
3 

o 

Significant 
But 

Mitigated 
(SM) 

g 
o 
3J 

S 
OJ 

a 
3 
a 
3 

CJ 

Not 
Significant 

(NS) 

g 
M 

Q 

QJ 
i> 

' • » - > 

3 

i 
a 

Niivy Broadway Complex Project Development Agreement, Superseding Master Plan and Phase I Buildings 

CCDC Initial Study 50 • July 20U7 



Issues and Supporting Inlormation 

upon traffic improvements would be sufficient lo mitigate potential traffic impacts in 
today's condilions. 

(h) Create an average demand for parking that would exceed the average available 
supply? 

Tlte Final EIR/EIS concludes lhat the Development Agreement would accommodate SO 
percent of the parking demand, without 7 ravel Demand Management measures (IVMs). 
The Final EIR/EIS concludes thai the successful application of TDM to ihe Developmenl 
Agreement would reduce the level ofveliicitlar traffic by increasing transit and 
ridesharing use as has been documented iii'San Diego. Accordingly, there would be no 
reliance on offsile parking to meet the profect's demands. 

When the Developmenl Agreement was signed in 1992 and the Final EIR/EIS certified, 
the City had no minimum or maximum parking requirements for development in the 
Centre City area. Instead, parking supply ratios were based on surveys of other Centre 
Cityprojecis. The. Development Agreement utilized the maximum parking rales for the 
pro})osed Development Plan as follows: 

* Navy Administration Space; 1.00 spaces per 1,000 sfplus 0.23 per 1,000 sffor 
official flee! vehicles; 

* Commercial Office: 1.00 spaces per 1.000 sf 
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« Hotel: 0.75 spaces per guest room 
• Retail: 4.00 spaces per 1.000 sf. 

These requirements arc vested in the 1992 Agreement and are not superseded by 
subsequent zoning regulations adopted within the Centre City Planned District 
Ordinance (PDO). The Agreement establishes maximum parking ratios for the 
development based on land uses. 'The Final EIR/EIS acknowledged that, at the time of 
ihe Agreement's approval, there were no minimum or maximum parking requirements in 
the Centre City area. The Final EIR/EIS, however, evaluated parking demand for the 
project ami concluded that with the avaifdhility of transit in the downtown area and the 
adoption of the Transportation Demand h'fdnagemcnt Plan (required for each phase of 
the project), the developmenl would provide an adequate amount of on-site parking and 
there would be no reliance on offsile parking facilities to meet parking demand. 

'I 'he Final EIR/EIS identified a need for 3,105 parking spaces. The proposed Projeci is 
not deficient in lhat die 3,105 spaces evaluated in the Final EIR/EIS were based on a 
different size project. The 3 A 05 sf of parking identified hy the Final EIH/EIS, assumed 
3.25 million sf of development in Ihe project area. The parking proposed for hotel uses 
under die Projeci is based on hold room count, rather than square footage, which is a 
more accurate reflection of actual parking demands associated with buildout of the 
jY^l^J^^£l^-Al!ll£llis:!lJl,(T.,'e *'•*'a difference in parking spaces provided compared to 
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those analyzed by the Final EIR/EIS, Ihese changes to the Project do not rise to the 
level of substantial changes requiring major revisions to the Final EIR/EIS or oilier 
Environmental Document examined in this Initial Study. 

(c) Substantially discourage the use of alternative modes of transportation or cause 
transit service capacity to be exceeded? 

The Downtown Planning area has an abundance of alternative Ironsportalion choices 
including the Coaster, Trolley, and bus lines. The proposed Project does not include 
components (hat would substantially discourage die use of alternative modes of 
transporlaiion or cause transit service cap'acity to be exceeded. 

Additionally. SANDAG has indicated that'transit facilities should be sufficient to serve 
the downtown populal ion, including persons associated with the NBC project, without 
exceeding capacity. Therefore, no impact will occur associated with transit or 
alternative modes of transportation. 

16. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 
(a) Does the projeci have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, 
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife 

Xi^.Hl^JJil^ljljH^^^ levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal 
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community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or 
animal or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or 
prehistory? 

Consistent with the findings of the Final ElIi/EIS, because the proposed Project will 
conform lo the requirements of the Development Agreement and is virtually identical in 
terms of use and intensity, there would he'uo significant transportation impacts. 

(b) Does live projeci have impacts lhat are individually limiled, but cumulalively 
considerable ("cunndatively considerable" means dial the incrcmenfal effects of a 
projeci are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the 
cllccts of other current projects, and the effects of probably future projects)? 

Effects of the proposed Superseding Master plan on land use and applicable plans; 
aesthetics and vie\y_shed: public services and utilities; and oilier issues would not be 
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significant and would not incrementally contribute to a significanl cumulalive impact 
associated with other planned projects for the downtown area nor the applicable 
planning documents for Ihe area. Potential cumulative effects of the proposed Project 
and other foreseeable projects are nol expected to be significanl. 

LandJJse and Applicable Plans 

There are a number of projects in the vicinity of ihe Project (hat are listed in ihe 
Downtown Community Plan and which have been analyzed at a program level in the 
Downtown Community Plan Final EIR. The Downtown Community Plan Final EIR 
identified increased development activilies'dmvntown would combine with those 
expected in surroundiug neighborhoods to displace homeless populations, encouraging 
them to move into less active areas in surrounding neighborhoods. (Downtown 
Community Plan Final EIR, p. 6-8.) As concluded by Ihe Downtown Community Plan 
Final EIR, existing programs offered Io ihe homeless have nol proven completely 
effective in meeting the needs of the homeless population. As there are no other 
measures identified in the EIR/EIS or the Downtown Community Plan Final EIR. this 
impact is immitigable. However, unless related lo an impact on the physical 
environment, a social or economic impact, such as homeless population displacemenl, is 
101 a significanl effect on the environment. (Pub. Resources Code, §§ 21090 subd. 

'^fJftm.S subd. (c); CEQA Guidelines § 15064, subd. (e).) As such, Ibis impact is 
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not a significant environmental effect requiring preparation of an Environmental Impact 
Report. 

Aesthetics and Viewshed 

Downtown San Diego is experiencing rapid development and future downtown projects, 
especially those along the San Diego Bay waterfront, could result in potential impacts 
to important view corridors. Cumulative projects located along (he waterfront in the 
vicinity of'the proposed NBC project, include projects identified in ihe NEAVP, land 
Field, County Waterfront Park, Bosa Papiflc Highway at Ash, Seaport Village 
Expansion, Electro, die Columbia Commons^ and Central Park and Old Police 
Headquarters. Although a substantial amounl of development is-occurring along die 
visually sensitive waterfront, Centre City Community Plan recognizes ihe importance of 
view corridors and contains policies So avoid substantial degradation of designated 
views. 

The Developmenl Agreemcnl specifies design measures lo avoid aesthetic effects on 
surrounding areas, including height (imils, setbacks, opening of public streets and 
related view corridors, and design guidelines lo improve the appearance of the 
developed projeci al the NBC The proposed Projeci is consistent with ihe requirements 
of the Development Agreement. The proposed Plan would nol have an adverse aesthetic 
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effect, and the design measures incorporated inlo ihe proposed Projeci, as required by 
the Development Agreement, ensure (hat the project is compatible with surrounding 
developmem. Therefore, the proposed action would nol contribute to cumulative 
aesthetics impacts. 

Public Services and Utilities 

'The Development of projects listed above, as well as future projects anticipated in 
planning documents, would result in an increased demand on police and fire services. 
To meet anticipated demand for police services, the San Diego Police Department 
would need additional resources such as p'ehonnel. equipment, and training. The need 
fur a new police substation has nol been identified at this time and would he subject to 
independent environmental review. In response to increased development the San 
Diego Fire Department has secured a site for.the construction of the new fire station. 
'The proposed Projeci would not cumulatively contribute to ihe demand for additional 
services. Addilionally. as indicated, the proposed Project would have no impact to the 
provision of schools in the area 

Under buildout condilions proposed in the Downtown Community Plan, the demand for 
treated water downtown would increase from approximately S. 62 million gpd to 

JlPllTJ2^l!llSf$!LJA-^Jlfi.BllIILSiIH I- The additional demand \ vo uld no I, ho we ver. represei u 
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a subsiontial increase in die requirement to meet (he anticipated demand for water 
within (he SDCWA service area. (Downtown Community Plan EIR, pp. 5.4-13 - 5.4-14.) 
7 b meet the anticipated demand for improved water infrastructure, the city of San Diego 
Water Department would systematically replace or upsize deteriorating and undersized 
pipes through its Capital Improvement Projects program. Similarly, to meet anticipated 
sewer demands, the San Diego Metropolitan Wastewater Departmenl would continue to 
replace deteriorating and undersized pipes through its Capital improvement Projects 
program. (Ibid,) Therefore, no significant cumulative impacts to water or sewer would 
occur. 

Populalion and Housing " •"'; 

SANDAG provides projections of population, housing, and employment growth based 
on growth trends, kind use patterns, and general plan land use designations. The 
SANDAG projections are cumulative in nature and arc based on mixed-use development 
of ihe NBC site, as designated in the City of San Diego General Pian. In addilion. the 
San Diego Downtown Community Plan acknowledges redevelopment of (he NBC site. 
Development of the proposed Project would be consistent with regional growth 
projections for the. site. There fore, die proposed Project would nol adversely affect 
cumulalive socioeconomic projections. 
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Geology. Seismicity, and Soils 

PoierUkd geologic and seismic effects for the proposed Project are site specific and 
would nol be affected by. nor contribute to, cumulative impacts. In addition, the 
proposed Project would reduce the potential for seismic impacts onsile, as il would 
include earthquake-safe buildings, replacing the existing buildings that do not meet 
current earthquake standard requirements. Because all applicable codes and 
regulations would be met, impacts associated with geologic and seismic hazards, as 
well as from soil ins/ability, would nol be considered cumulatively significant. 

Hydrology andfVater Quality V / • 

IValer quality in the vicinity of the projeci-site is affected by pollution associated with 
urban runoff mainly from impervious surfaces such as parking lots. Development 
downtown, including Ihe NBC project as detailed by the Projeci, as well as other 
developmenl guided by local plans, would increase pollution-generating activities and 
could subsequently result in additional water quality impacts to San Diego Bay. Most 
future development projects in downtown would be subject to NPDES regulations 
rapiiring BMPs lo control potential effects on water quality. Both the Port District and 
the City have adopted Urban Runoff Management Programs lhat aim to reduce storm 
water pollution from downtown area. In addition, [he NBC is located on a site that is 
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currently urban in nature and developed mainly wilh impervious surfaces; therefore, 
redevelopment of the site would nol incrementally increase areas of impervious surface 
within the surrounding area. Compliance wilh rcgukuions set forth by ihe SWRCB, 
RWQCB, Port Disiricl, and ihe City would reduce potential impacts to below a level of 
significance and uldmaiely improve the quality of runoff leaving the NBC site. The 
proposed Project would not. therefore, contribute to cumulalive impacts lo water 
resources. 

AirOualitv 

The cumulalive impacts analysis of the Final EIR/EIS concluded that implementation of 
the Development Agreement would incremenlally contribute to the region's non-
attainment of ozone and carbon monoxide .standards, which is a cumulatively significant 
unmitigated impact. As indicated, because the San Diego Air Basin already is impacted. 
any new development would have a significant cumulative impact on regional air 
quality. Thus, implementation of the proposed Project would result in a significanl 
cumulative air quality impact. Although the cumulative impact would be significanl, the 
proposed Projeci would concentrate developmenl in an area which is well served by 
transit and offers a variety of opportunities to work and live in the some area. This 
conclusion is consistent with ihe conclusions of the Final EIR/EIS. 
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Noise 

Noise, by definition, is a localized phenomenon and drastically reduces in magnitude as 
distance from Ihe source increases. As a result, only projects and growth due to occur 
in Ihe immediate vicinity of the proposed action would be likely to contribute to 
cumulative noise impacts. Construction activities associated wilh the proposed 
Suerseding Master Plan would likely contribute to cumulative noise impacts. 
Construction activities would be short term and would comply wilh County Noise 
On linance construction standard and thus, would nol result in an incremental 
significant efj'ecl to noise levels in the arefr. The addilion of traffic associated with the 
proposed Projeci would contribute to incfedses in noise along roads, most notably 
along North Harbor Drive. Although these increases would he potentially noticeable 
from adjacent receivers, the street segments surrounding the NBC site are highly 
urbanized, and therefore elevated noise levels arc expected. In addition, compliance 
with Tide 24 of the California Code of Regulations would mitigate vehicular noise 
impacts that would exceed Ihe interior significant thresholds for most developmenl. 
Therefore, (he proposed Projeci's contribution to noise impacts would not be 
cumulalively considerable. 

Historical Resources 
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As explained by the Final EIR/EIS, unless the NBC Projeci would affect a historic 
disiricl, cultural/historical resources impacts from NBC development are considered 
site specific. (Final EIR/EIS, p. 5-3.) The area surrounding the site is not a historic 
district: therefore development on the site under (he proposed Project would not create 
cumulalive historical resource impacts. 

Public Health and Safely 

As described in the Final EIR/EIS, public health (i.e. hazardous wasle) and safety (i.e. 
proximity to an airport) impacts are sile specif ic and would not be affected by other 
development. ' - ' ' ^ 

(c) Docs the projeci have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse 
effects on human beiugs, either directly or indirectly? 

As described elsewhere in this siudy, the proposed prof eel would result in significant 
impacts. However, these impacts would not be greater than those assumed in the Pinal 
EIR/EIS. Implemenlalion of die mitigalion measures identified in the Final EIR/EIS, as 
well as those required by die Downtown Community Plan Final EIR, would mitigate 
many, but not all, of die significant impacts. The proposed projeci would result in 
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significant project level and/or cumulative impacts related to air quality. Other 
significant direct impacts associated with implementation of the proposed Project would 
be mitigated 10 a level less than significant with incorporation of mitigation measures 
identified in ihe Final EIR/EIS as well as applicable Mitigalion Measures identified in 
the Final EIR for the Downtown Community Master Plan. 
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IE Cur i 

(R-93-594} 
n Q n o i u. 

RESOLUTION NUMBER R- ^ O y d L o 

ADOPTED ON w a' i U w^^ 

A RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
SAN DISGO CERTIFYING THE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT REPORT FOR THE NAVY BROADWAY COMPLEX, 
CERTIFYING THAT THE CITY COUNCIL HAS REVIEWED 
AND CONSIDERED INFORMATION CONTAINED IN SAID 
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT AND IN THE 
FINAL MEIR FOR THE CENTRE CITY REDEVELOPMENT 
PROJECT, MAKING CERTltN FINDINGS REGARDING 
THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED' 
REDEVELOPMENT OF THE NAVY BROADWAY COMPLEX, 
ADOPTING A REPORTING AND "MONITORING PROGRAM, 
AND ADOPTING A STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING 
CONSIDERATIONS'. 

WHEREAS, the United States of America owns approximately 15 

acres of watarfront land in the downtown arsa of the City of San 

Di'3go which is known as .the Broadway Complex of the Department of 

the Na'/y, San Diego, California (the "Navy Broadway Complex");' 

and 

WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 2732 of the National Defense 

Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1937, P.L. 99-661, Congress has 

authorized the Navy to enter into a long-term laase with a 

developer pertaining to the real property located within the Navy 

' Broadway Complex, provided that any real property leased shall be 

developed in accordance with detailed plans and terms of 

development which have been duly formulated by ^hs ̂ Tavv and the 

San Diego community bhrough the San Diego Association of 

Governments7 Broadway Complex Coordinating Group; and 

WHEREAS, this City Council proposes to approve an-Agreement 

between The City of San Diego and the United States of America 

Adopting a Development Plan and Urban Design Guidelines for the 
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Redevelopment of the Navy Broadway Complex (the "Development 

Agreement") providing for the coordination by the Navy and the 

City in implementing the redevelopment of the Navy Broadway 

Complex; and 

WHEREAS, the Navy was designated as the lead agency to 

prepare an Environmental Impact Statement ("Final EIS") to assess 

the environmental impacts which may result from the redevelopment 

of the Navy Broadway Complex pursuant to the National 

Environmental Policy Act of 19 59 ("NEPA") and federal guidelines 

and regulations adopted pursuant thereto; and 

WHEREAS, the City Council was designated as the lead agency 

to prepare an Environmental Impact Report ("Final SIR") to assess 

the environmental impacts which may result from the redevelopment 

of the Navy Broadway Complex pursuant to the California 

Environmental Quality Act of 1970 (JCEQA},), as amended, and state 

and local guidelines and regulations adopted pursuant thereto; 

and 

WHEREAS, as permitted by CEQA, the Final SIR was prepared 

and reviewed in coordination with and incorporating the Final SIS 

(so that all refarences herein are also references to the Final 

SIS), and is comprised of the following documents: 

Draft Environmental Xm/oact Statement for the 
Naw Broadway Complex Project. Department of 
the Navy. April 1990. 

p 
Draft Environmental laroact Report for the 
Naw Broadway Complex Project. City of San 
Diego. April 1990, 

Final•Environmental Statement for the NaT/ 
Broadway Complex Project. Department of .the 
Navy, October 1990, 
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• Final Environmental Impact Report for the 
Navy Broadway Complex Project.' City of San 
Diego. October 19»0; and 

WHEREAS, the Navy and the City prepared and circulated a 

Draft EIS and EIR for review, comment and consultation with 

citizens, professional disciplines and public agencies pursuant 

to applicable law; and 

WHEREAS, duly noticed public hearings were held by the Navy 

and the City with respect to the Draft EIS and EIR, at which ail 

interested persons and organizations were given an opportunity to 

be heard; and 

WHEREAS, the Final SIS and SIR relating to the proposed 

redevelopment of the Naw Broadway Complex, and responding to the 

concerns raised during the review period and at the public 

hearings, has been prepared pursuant to NEPA and CEQA and the 

guidelines and regulations; and 

WHEREAS, the Redevelopment Agency of The City of San Diego 

(the "Agency") has previously prepared, and the Agency 

(Resolution Ho.. $GSi ) and the City Council (Resolution No. 
O Q A Q i K 

R - & O v O J- iJ) have certified the Final Master Environmental Impact 

Report for the Centre City Redevelopment Project ("Final MEIR"); 

and 

WHEREAS,- the redevelopment of the Navy Broadway Complex as 

provided for in the proposed Development Agreement is a 

redevelopment implementation activity whose environmental impacts 

are assessed in the Final MEIR; and 

WHEREAS, the City Council in connection with its 

consideration of the approval of the proposed Development 

Agreement for the Navy Broadway Complex, has reviewed and 
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considered the information contained in the Final EIR (including 

the Final EIS) and in the Final MEIR; NOW, THEREFORE, 

BE IT RESOLVED, by the Council of The City of San Diego, as 

follows: 

1. That the City Council hereby certifies that the Final 

EIR for the Navy Broadway Complex has been prepared and completed 

in compliance with CEQA and state and local guidelines and 

regulations adopted pursuant thereto. 

2. That the City Council hereby further certifies that the 

information contained in the Final SIR (including the Final SIS), 

and in the Final MEIR, 'has been reviewed and considered by the 

members of the Council. 

3. That the City Council hereby finds and determines that; 

a. The redevelopment of the Navy Broadway Complex, as 

•provided for in the proposed Development Agreement, will not 

result in significant environmental effects in certain 

respects identified in the Final EIR, as described in 

Section I of Attachment A (attached hereto and incorporated 

herein -by this reference). 

b. Changes or alterations have been required in, or 

incorporated into, the redevelopment of the Navy Broadway 

Complex, as provided for in the proposed Development 

Agreement, which avoid or substantially lessen certain 

significant environmental effects of the redevelopment, of 

the Navy Broadway Complex, as provided for in the proposed 

Development Agreement, Identified in the Final EIR, as 

described in Section II of Attachment A. 
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c. Changes or alterations which avoid or 

substantially lessen certain significant environmental 

effects of the redevelopment of the Navy Broadway Complex, . 

as provided for in the proposed Development Agreement, 

identified in the Final EIR, are within the responsibility 

and jurisdiction of another public agency and not the City 

Council, and such changes have been adopted by such other 

agency, or can and should be adopted by such other agency, 

as described in Section III of Attachment A. 

d. With respect to significant environmental effects 

of the redevelopment of the Navy Broadway Complex, as 

provided for in the proposed Development Agreement, which 

cannot be avoided or substantially lessened, specific 

economic, social or other considerations maXe infeasible the 

mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in 

the Final SIR, as described in Section IV of Attachment A. 

e. The significant environmental effects of the 

redevelopment of the Navy Broadway Complex, as provided for 

in the proposed Development Agreement, which cannot be 

avoided or substantially lessened are acceptable due to 

overriding concerns, as described in Section V of 

Attachment A. 

4, • The City Council hereby further finds and determines 

.hat, for the reasons described in Sections _. 

of Attachment A; 

and 

a. No substantial changes are proposed in the Centre 

City Redevelopment Project, or with respect to the 

circumstances under which the Project is to be undertaken, 
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as a result of the redevelopment of the Navy Broadway 

Complex, as provided for in the proposed Development 

Agreement, which will require important revisions in the 

Final MEIR for the Project, due to the involvement of new 

significant environmental impacts not covered in the Final 

MEIR; and 

b. No new information of substantial importance to 

the Project has become available which was not known or 

could not have been known at the time the Final MEIR for the 

Project was certified as- complete, and which shews that the 

Project will have any significant effects not discussed 

previously in the Final MEIR, or that any significant. 

effects previously examined will be substantially more 

severe than shown in the Final MEIR, or that any mitigation 

measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasibie 

or not previously considered would substantially reduce or 

lessen any significant effects of the Project on the 

environment; and 

c. No negative declarationf or subsequent 

environmental impact report, or supplement or addendum to 

the Final MEIR is necessary or required; and 

d. The redevelopment of the Navy Broadway Complex, as 

provided for in the proposed Development- Agreement, vi.li 

have no signif icant ef f ect on the environrtent, exce'et as 

identified and considered in the Final MEIR for the Project. 

5, That the Mitigation Monitoring Program for the >favy 

Broadway Complex, in the form on file in the office-of the City 
o n A Ci -\ K 

Clerk as Document Mo. RR-HJOU ̂  -i -•', is hereby approved and adopted 
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to monitor and ensure that the mitigation measures identified 

will be instituted, 

6. That the City Clerk (or his designee) is hereby 

authorized and directed to cause the filing of a Notice of 

Determination with respect to the Final EIR and Final MEIR, upon 

approval of the proposed Development Agreement by the City 

Council, 

APPROVED: JOHN W. WITT, City Attorney 

0 
k 

3y V\iL\^MM^;W^ 
Allisyn L, Thomas 
Deputy City Attorney 

ALT :1c 
10/02/92 
Or.Dept:GCDC 
R-93-594 
Form=r+t 
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Attachment A 

I. The following discussion explains the reasons why, in certain 
respects, the redevelopment of the Navy Broadway Complex, as 
provided for in the proposed Development Agreement, will not 
result in significant environmental effects. 

A. with respect to land use: 

Redevelopment of the Navy Broadway Complex is compatible 
with surrounding land uses and provides actual pedestrian 
uses such as open space area, pedestrian corridors and a 
waterfront museum. It would substantially improve 
waterfront access by extending S, F and G streets through 
the site to the waterfront and providing pedestrian-
oriented improvements. 

3. With respect to parking: 

With implementation of a Travel Demand Management 
program,, sufficient parking would be provided to meet 
parking demands onsita. 

C, With respect to biology: 

The project site is fully developed with urban uses and 
has been for several decades. As such, there are no 
areas of the site where biological resources are located 
that are not substantially disturbed. 

D. With respect to water; 

Water for the project area, is supplied by the City of San 
Diego under the administration of the Water Utilities 
Department. Since.the existing water facilities in the 
project vicinity are currently operating well within 
their service capacity, there would be no significant 
impacts to water service from any of the alternatives 
considered. 

•3. "With respect to '-solid waste.: 

Solid vasta disposal in the proj ect area is provided by 
the combined services of the City of San Diego and 
private contractors. The largest increase'of solid waste 
would occ\ir with the Alternative A, the Alternative B, 
the Alternative 0, and Alternative F, from which an 
anticipated 13,300, 15,500, 13,700, and 13 ,-300 tons, 
respectively, would be generated per year. Alternative 
C and Alternative E would result In lesser increase to 
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solid waste generation (i.e., 9,200 and 7,300 additional 
tons per year over existing uses, respectively). The 
West Miramar landfill will provide adequate solid waste 
disposal through 1995, and the City of San Diego is 
currently planning to develop new landfills, or expand 
existing ones, to serve the city's future disposal 
requirements, so no significant impacts to solid waste 
disposal are anticipated with implementation of any of 
the alternatives. 

With respect to the physical environment; 

No known extractable resources are located on or beneath 
the site. The project site is level, at street grade, 
and covered with impervious surfaces. Implementation of 
Alternatives A through F would result in sedimentation 
during demolition and construction activities as 
subsurface soils are exposed to runoff. No long-term 
increase in runoff would occur since the Navy Broadway 
Complex site is already fully developed. 

FINAL MEIR 

As described in Item I of Attachment A of Agency 
Resolution No. 2031 and City Council Resolution No. 
279375 certifying the Final MEIR and incorporated by 
reference. 

The Final MEIR found that in the areas of biological 
resources, mineral resources, solid waste collection and 
hydrology/water quality would not result in significant 
environmental effects, 

1. With respect to biological resources^ 

The Centre City Planning Area is located in the heavily 
urbanized setting of downtown San Diego, which is almost 
totally lacking in native vegetation and its associated 
wildlife. 

.2. With respect to mineral resources j 

The potential for aconomically viable extraction of 
'.ainaral resources is limited due to the urbanized nature 
o;f the Planning Area. The area has not been designated 
as having a high potential for mineral resources. 

3. With respect to solid waste collection; 

Solid waste disposal in the Planning ..Area is provided by 
the combined services of the City of San Diegc and 
private contractors, .New development will be required to 



contract with licensed private haulers for collection of 
waste and no significant impacts to solid waste 
collection services are expected. 

4. With respect to hydrology/water quality: 

The Planning Area is a highly urbanized area, currently 
developed with low and high-rise buildings, streets, 
sidewalks, and parking areas. New development proposed 
under the Centre City Community Plan is not expected to 
increase the volume of stormwater runoff in the Planning 
Area, 

No significant impacts were identified in relation to 
erosion, however the implementation of standard erosion 
control procedures will be required in accordance with 
existing City of San Diego regulations. 

.All development activities shall be conducted in 
compliance with regulatory requirements pertaining to 
dewatering. Therefore, no significant impacts will 
occur. 

II. The following discussion explains the reasons why certain 
changes or alterations which have been required in, or 
incorporated into, the redevelopment of the Navy Broadway 
Complex, as provided for in the proposed Development 
Agreement, will avoid or substantially lessen certain 
significant environmental effects of the redevelopment of the 
Navy Broadway Complex, as provided for in the proposed 
Development Agreement, 

A, TRAFFIC 

Long-Term Intersection Impacts 

Redevelopment of the Navy Broadway Complex would result in 
long-term intersection traffic impacts. The operation of 
several intersections in the vicinity of the project site 
would be substantially affected. The intersections are 
Grape/Pacifio, Broadway/Pacific, and Broadway/Front, Traffic 
from the project will reduce the level of service (LOS) from 
C to 3 at Grape/Pacific, from LOS 3 to ? at Broadway/Pacific, 
and from LOS D to S at Broadway/Front. 

The significant effects related . to long-ter̂ t intersection 
impactj have been eliminated or substantially' lessened to a 
level "less than significantly by virtue of project design 
considerations and the mitigation measures identified in the 
Final EIR and incorporated into the project. The following 
improvements that are planned either by ' the Centre City 
Transportation Action Plan (CCTAP) or Centre City Development 



Corporation (CCDC) will reduce the project's contribution to 
intersection impacts: 

• Pacific/Graoe: Pacific Highway currently provides 
three through lanes in each direction and a 
southbound left-turn pocket. Grape Street hSTs 
three eastbound lanes and an eastbound right-turn 
pocket and will be restriped and reconfigured to 
provide for a 4-land section. This improvement 
will result in service level D conditions under the 
long-term scenario and will be installed by the 
City of San Diego when the service levels at this 
intersection exceed acceptable levels based on 
current traffic counts, 

• Broadway/Front: Broadway provides two through 
lanes in each direction and a westbound left-turn 
lane. Front Street has three through lanes in the 
southbound direction and will be restriped and 
reconfigures to provide for a 4-lane section. This 
improvement will result in service level D 
conditions under the long-term scenario and will be 
installed by the City of San Diego when the service 
levels at this intersection exceed acceptable 
levels based on current traffic counts, 

» Broadway/Pacific; Pacific Highway currently 
provides three through lanes in each direction and 
a southbound left-turn lane. Broadway has two 
through lanes in each direction and a westbound 
left-turn lane- The improvements include the 
provision of additional turn lanes in the 
northbound, eastbound, and westbound directions and 
will result in level of service D conditions under 
the long-term scenario. They will be installed by 
the City of San Diego upon initiation of 
development of any block on the Navy Broadway 
Complex. The improvements are summarised as 
follows? 

Exclusive northbound left-turn lane 
Exclusive northbound right-turn lane 
Exclusive eastbound right-turn lane 
Second westbound left-turn lane 

» A traffic signal at the intersection of Harbor 
Drive and the new connection to Harbor Drive north 
of Broadway will alleviate traffic impacts that 
result from the redirection of traffic arcund 
Broadway and the proposed open space area. 
Improvements to this intersection vil.1 be installed 
by the City of San Diego upon completion of the 
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open space area at the foot of Broadway. 

Implementation of the last two mitigation measures shown above 
will be governed by a phasing plan. The phasing plan for each 
stage of development is included in the EIR, and requires that 
associated mitigation measures be implemented in conjunction 
with the development of any individual block on the project 
site. The phasing plan will include the installation of 
access-related improvements to Pacific Highway as well as the 
extension of E Street, F Street, or G Street from Harbor Drive 
to Pacific Highway. 

• Long-Term Travel Demand Management (TDM) Program; 
A TDM program will be designed to reduce the number 
of vehicular trips, thereby reducing associated 
traffic impacts and parking needs. The TDM program 
will be put in place prior to the occupancy of any 
new structures and will be incorporated into all 
commercial leases. This program will incorporate a 
variety of measures which may include some or all 
of the following: 

Onsite transit amenities 
Transit pass sale and information area 
Coordination of a rideshare matching system 
Preferential carpool and/or vanpool parking 
Onsita bike lockers 
Development of pedestrian corridors to transit 
stops/stations 
Shared parking arrangement through mix of land 
uses 

Long-Term Roadway Segment Impacts 

Fourteen roadway segments in the vicinity of the project will 
oper ate above the ir capac ity as a r esuIt of area w ide 
development. Traffic from the proposed project will 
contribute substantially and significantly to overcapacity 
conditions along segments of Pacific Highway (south of 
Broadway) and First Avenue (south of Ash). 

The significant effects to road segments related to additional 
project traffic generation have been eliminated or 
substantially reduced to a level less than significant by 
virtue of project design considerations and 'the mitigation 
measures identified in the Final SIR and incorpptated into the 
project, CCTAP and CCDC have prograauaed improv'saents for both 
of -the segments for which the project would contribute to 
significant increases in traffic levels., The following 
planned improvements along Pacific Highvayi and First Avenue 
would reduce expected impacts along these two road segments to 
a less than significant level: 



• First Avenue: First Avenue will be restriped and 
reconfigured to provide for a 4-lane section. This 
improvement, to be installed by the City of San 
Diago, will be implemented when roadway volumes on 
this segment exceed acceptable levels based on 
current traffic counts. 

• Pacific Highway: Pacific Highway will be widened 
to add new travel and turn lanes adjacent to the 
site. Traffic signals will be added at the 
intersections of G Street/Pacific, F 
Street/Pacific, and S Street/Pacific. The 
improvements will be installed by the City of San 
Diego in a phased manner upon development of 
individual blocks in the Navy Broadway Complex. 

3, PUBLIC SERVICES 

Impact on Schools 

The project area is within the boundaries of the San Diego 
Unified School District (SDUSD). The SDUSD provides public 
school facilities for grades X through 12. A majority of 
SDUSD,s schools are currently operating near or over their 
capacity. The number of Navy personnel in the region would 
remain unchanged, but potential immigration of families 
associated with onsite private development will increase the 
number of school age children. Secondary schools in the area 
are generally operating below their capacity, while elementary 
schools are generally operating over their capacity. The 
combined capacity of these schools (i.e,, 53,990) has already 
been exceeded by over 2,300 students. Implementation of the 
private uses on the Navy Broadway Complex Project could result 
in indirect adverse impacts to elementary schools. 

To alleviate the current overcrowding of schools in the area, 
the SDUSD is levying school impact fees as authorized by 
California Government Code Section 53030 for the long-range 
planning and construction of new facilities. Section 5303Q.1 
allows for an appeal of the imposition of the fee to challenge 
the applicability of student-generation factors associated 
with the project. 

The project would not directly contribute students to the 
elementary and secondary schools within the San Diego Unified 
School District since residential uses are not bfeing proposed. 
An influx of new non-ailitary personnel associated with onsita 
private development could cause secondary impacts to schools 
in the San Diego area that are near or over capacity, The 
Navy office component of any of the •alternatives would not 
result in increased Navy personnel in the region, so no 
mitigation measures for Navy offices are necessary. The 



significant effects to schools in the San Diego area related 
to the influx of families associated with private development 
have been eliminated or-substantially lessened to a level" lass 
than significant by virtue of the following mitigation 
measure: 

• A school facilities fee shall be paid in an amount 
established in accordance with California 
Government Code Sections 53030, 53030.1, and 65995, 

Wastewater Impacts 

The project would generate 250,495 gallons of wastewater per 
day. The additional wastewater generated by this project 
would significantly increase the amount of wastewater conveyed 
through existing sewer facilities and could cause the 
conveyance facilities to operate above their capacity. 

The significant effects related to additional wastewater 
generation have been eliminated or substantially reduced to a 
level less than significant by virtue of project design 
considerations and a mitigation measure identified in the 
Final EIR and incorporated into the project. This measure is 
as followss 

The existing 15-inch diameter mains located in 
Pacific Highway and in Market Street will be 
upgraded by the project developer, in coordination 
with the City of San Diego, to a capacity 
sufficient to serve future onsite development, as 
well as future upstream and tributary developments 
that would be linked to them. As recommended in a 
sewer pipeline capacity analysis, 1,300 linear feet 
of sewer line will be replaced from the 
intersection of Pacific Highway and S Street to the 
intersection of Market street and Xettner 
Boulevard. The sewer line will be constructed upon 
demand for a new line created by the project. 

C. PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT 

Effects from Soils and Erosion 

The significant affects due to erosion and exposure to 
hydraulic forces have been eliminated or substantially reduced 
to a level less than significant by virtue of project design 
considerations and the mitigation measure identified in the 
Final EIR, incorporated into 'the proj ect, The following 



measure would mitigate any impacts from soil erosion during 
construction: 

• An erosion control plan will be implemented during 
construction of new structures at the Navy Broadway 
Complex site. The plan will be prepared by the 
project developer and submitted to the City for 
approval prior to the initiation of construction. 
Major components of the plan will include (but not 
be limited to) the following: 

Regular watering of exposed soil. 

Hydroseeding of large (l-acra-plus) areas of 
exposed surface soils that will remain exposed 
and undisturbed by construction for 3 or more 
months at a time. 

Draining any areas where ponding occurs. 

Placing sandbags in gutters and near storm 
drains wherever construction activities cccur. 

Effects from Geologic Hazards (Faulting and Seismicity1! 

The site lies generally within the Rose Canyon fault sone. 
The possibility of a fault bisecting the site and strong 
groundshaking will have to be considered in the design and 
placement of structures. Design will also have to consider 
the potential for liquefaction* 

The significant effects related to geologic hazards have been 
eliminated or substantially reduced to a less than significant 
level by virtue of upgrading the design criteria above that 
required by the City of San Diego to UBC Seismic Zone 4, and 
by considering the remedial measures for fault surface 
rupture, seismic groundshaking, and liquefaction outlined in 
JAdditional Geologic, Seismic, and Geotechnical Studies, Navy 
Broadway Complex, San Diego, " California," prepared by 
Woodward-Clyde Consultants (dated September 5, 1990) in the 
design and construction of all new buildings. 

0, AIR QUALITY 

Effects of Construction Dust Generation 

Construction activities are s source of fugitive dust 
emissions that may have a substantial temporary impact on 
local air quality. Emissions are associated with demolition, 
ground excavation and site preparation. Dust emissions vary 
substantially from day to day,, depending on the level of 
activity, the specific operations, and the prevailing weather, 



Fugitive dust created during construction could result in 
short-term nuisance impacts. 

The significant effects related to construction dust 
generation have been eliminated or substantially reduced to a 
level less than significant by virtue of project design 
considerations and the mitigation measures identified in the 
Final EIR and incorporated into the project. The factor used 
in the EIR to determine dust generation does not take into 
account the relatively high water table at the Navy Broadway 
complex, which results in moister soil and less dust 
generation. Dust control through regular watering and other 
fugitive dust abatement measures required by the San Diego Air 
Pollution Control District (APCD) can reduce dust levels by 50 
to 75 percent. Dust emission rates, therefore, depend on the 
length of the construction activities and the care with which 
dust abatement procedures are implemented. The maximum dust 
generation (not considering the higher moisture content of 
onsite soils) would be approximately 4,7 tones per month* 
With dust control measures, the total is reduced to about 2 
tons per month of construction activity. 

While the overall dust generation is substantial, the daily 
rate of fugitive dust generation is well within the dispersive 
capacity of the air basin without any adverse air quality 
impacts. It should also be noted that much of this dust is 
comprised of large particles that are easily filtered by human 
breathing passages and settle out rapidly on nearby foliage 
and horisontal surfaces. The dust -thus comprises mora of a 
nuisance rather than any potentially unhealthful air quality 
impact. With implementation of the following measures and 
other dust abatement procedures, e-ysn the short-term impact is 
lessened to an insignificant level * 

• Fugitive dust will be controlled by regular 
watering as required by the San Diego Air Pollution 
Control District and "through erosion control and 
street washing to reduce dirt spillage onto 
traveled roadways near the construction site. This 
measure will be implemented by the project 
developer and will be required to be included in 
construction documents * 

Long-Term Vehicular Emission Impacts. 

The proposed project will generate 23,000 tota^ vehicle trips 
per day, These vehicle trips will generate 270'pounds per day 
of total organic gases, ,2, 405 pound per day of carbon monoxide 
and 443 pounds per day of nitrogen oxides. The project will 
contribute to an already existing violation of the osone 
standard and intensify the current air quality problem in the 
San Diego Air Basin. 



The project would generate, without mitigation, approximately 
33,000 trips. Up to 40 percent of these trips (16,000) are 
associated with Navy personnel relocated to the site- These 
personnel are already located in the San Diego Air Basin, and 
would simply be relocated to the Navy Broadway Complex. This 
consolidation provides substantial opportunities to reduce 
regional emission loads associated with commute trips by these 
personnel, as discussed below. 

A Travel Demand Management (TDM) plan will be implemented as 
part of the project to substantially reduce single-occupancy 
vehicle usage at the site. In addition, the site is located 
within walking distance of a commuter rail, an AMTRAK rail 
station, 10 bus lines, and two light-rail transit lines (one 
is under development). This provides a substantial 
opportunity for utilizing mass transit and reducing single-
occupancy vehicle use. By consolidating Navy personnel from 
a number of smaller, dispersed facilities to a single facility 
proximate to these transit opportunities, single-occupancy 
vehicle usage by Navy personnel can be substantially reduced 
in the air basin, with estimated reductions of 40 percent. 
Vehicle trips that are new to the San Diego Air Basin would 
constitute the remaining approximately SO percent of the 
project's trip generation, TDM will also help alleviate 
impacts from vehicle trips that are new to the San Diego 
region. Based on City of San Diego estimates of TDM 
effectiveness, the TDM measures proposed for this project and 
the project's proximity to mass transit are estimated to 
reduce daily vehicle trips from each of the proposed land uses 
by the following amount: 

Estimated 
Land Use Trip Reduction by TDM 

Office 50 percent 
Hotel 25 percent 
Retail 15 percent 

Implementation of the TDM plan will reduce the total number of 
project trips by approximately 40 percent, which will 
substantially reduce potential vehicular emissions. After 
application of the TDM.plan, trips associated with the mixed-
use development would be approximately 23,000. If the 
existing 15,000 vehicles that are associated with Navy 
personnel located throughout the air basin are discounted, the 
net increase in daily vehicle trips vould be reduced to 7,000. 
These .. net trip levels assume that all of "the remaining 
vehicles are new to the air basin, a premise which probably 
overstates the new vehicle travel. 

The California Air Resources Board indicates that measures to 
substantially reduce the number of single-occupancy vehicles 
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would be the primary determinant of consistency with the 
current (1932) and proposed State Implementation Plan (SIP). 
Long-term' vehicular emissions will be substantially reduced 
through implementation of an extensive Travel Demand 
Management Program primarily aimed at reducing the use of 
single-occupancy vehicles. Therefore, the Navy Broadway 
Complex Project would be consistent with the current (1932) 
and proposed SIP, The significant long-term project-specific 
effects to air quality related to vehicular emission levels 
have been eliminated or substantially lessened to a level less 
than significant by virtue of the nature of the project and 
the mitigation measures identified in the Final EIR (see 
Traffic discussion in these findings, page 4) and incorporated 
into the project. 

E. NOISE 

Temporary Construction Noise Impacts 

Noise generated by construction equipment, including earth 
movers, material handlers, and portable generators can reach 
high levels. Implementation of the project would causa a 
short-term annoyance to noise-sensitive land uses in the 
surrounding area due to construction activities. The area is 
frequented by visitors, especially on weekends. This impact 
may be considered a significant nuisance impact to users of 
the nearby waterfront during the construction period. 

The significant effects related to short-term noise generation 
have been eliminated or substantially lessened to a level less 
than significant by virtue of project design considerations 
and the mitigation measures identified in the Final SIR and 
incorporated into the project. These measures are as followsj• 

• A looped 12kV system will be constructed by the 
project developer in phases to provide adequate 
electricity to the various individual structures 
within the Navy Broadway Complex as they are 
developed. 

•» Coordination by project developers will occur with 
3DG43 regarding recommendations on energy 
conservation measures. All private development 
will be constructed in accordance with Title 24 of 
the California Administrative Code, which provides 
energy conservation measures.; 

?. CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Imcacts on Historic Structures 

The project will have a significant impact en cultural 
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resources. Based on Criterion C of 36 CFR SO.4, Buildings 1, 
11, and 12 appear to meet National Register Criteria as a 
single architectural and historical group. They represent the 
entire development history of the Navy Broadway Complex and 
are primary contributing features to the overall character of 
this area of the San Diego waterfront. These buildings form 
an architectural unit, and are tied together both in terms of 
general form (design) and function. They are all designed in 
compatible utilitarian/industrial styles, and retain a high 
degree of integrity. Impacts would result from the removal or 
substantial renovation (modification of the exterior and 
interior components) of portions of Buildings No. 1 and No. 
12. Building 11 is beyond the project limits and would not be 
affected by the proposed project. 

In order to determine appropriate steps to mitigate the 
impacts o these cultural resources, the Navy has consulted 
with the California State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) 
and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation. The 
significant effects related to removal or substantial 
alterations of these buildings have been eliminated or 
substantially lessened to a level less than significant by 
virtue of project design considerations and the mitigation 
measure identified in the Final EIR and incorporated into the 
project-

• The Navy will record Buildings 1 and 12 pursuant to 
Section 110(b) of the National Historic 
Preservation Act and will monitor excavations to 
ensure that no significant archaeology is 
inadvertently lost, 

G, PUBLIC HEALTH AND SAFETY 

Impacts from Soil Contamination 

Several areas of contamination or potential contamination were 
identified on the site that could^adversely affect the health 
of personnel on the site, especially during construction 
activities that uncover soils. Minor hazardous waste spills 
were located or may be located on the site. In addition, 
transformers that contain RGB's are located on the site, 
although none are known to be leaking. There are no known 
major hazardous waste spills or leaking underground storage 
tanks on the site. Because the presence of hazardous waste 
can affect public health, this' represents /a significant 
imoact, 
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incorporated into the project. These measures are as follows: 

• If any underground storage tanks on the site are 
found to be leaking, such leaks will be cleaned up 
in accordance with the Resource Conversation and 
Recovery Act (RCRA) and any other applicable state 
or City of San Diego regulations, with clean up 
being initiated upon discovery of any leaks. 

• If evidence of hazardous materials contamination is 
discovered, the SPA will be promptly notified and 
all applicable requirements of the Comprehensive 
Emergency Response Compensation and Liability Act 
and the Superfund Amendment and Reauthorization Act 
(CERCLA/SARA) and the National Contingency Plan 
(NC?) will be complied with, 

• If CERCLA hazardous substances are discovered, no 
construction will occur until the requirements of 
CERCLA/SARA and the NC? have been fully satisfied. 
CERCLA/SARA/NCP activities would take priority over 
new construction until CERCLA/SARA compliance has 
been achieved, 

• Prior to construction, the area beneath existing 
Building 3 will be further investigated for the 
presence of hazardous materials in the soils. If 
any contaminated soils are found, they will be 
cleaned up in accordance with EPA regulations. 

« The fluid in transformers and other electrical 
units will be tested prior to onsite construction 
to determine the presence of PCBs, If ?C3s are 
found, the fluid and the units will be disposed of 
at an approved waste disposal facility in 
accordance with the Toxic Substance Control Act 
(TSCA), 

• The soil in the vicinity of the forklift 
maintenance area at existing Building 106 will be 
tasted for acidity prior to development in this 
area. If 'the pH of the soil is less than 5, the pH 
will be adjusted so that it is greater than 5. 

» The oily residue-stained soil and paving materials 
in the vicinities of existing' "Buildings 7 and 105 
will br-3 removed to the satisfaction of the EPA 
prior to development in this area and disposed of 
in an aosrovad disposal facility. 
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pffacts Related to Asbestos 

Development of the project would pose significant health 
exposure risks associated with demolition of buildings that 
contain asbestos. During demolition, asbestos fibers could 
become airborne, thereby providing a pathway to enter the 
human system. Asbestos exposure is considered a human health 
risk, and building demolition required by the project would be 
considered a significant health impact. 

H. FINAL MEIR 

As described in Item II of Attachment A of Agency Resolution 
No, 2031 and City Council Resolution No, 279375 certifying the 
final MEIR and incorporated by reference. 

It was found the potential land use incompatibilities, 
transportation and circulation impacts, air quality impacts, 
noise impacts, cultural resources,, demolition of potential 
impacts to police, fire protection services, libraries, 
potable water distribution, stormwater collection and solid 
waste collection, groundwater impacts, geological hazards, 
hazardous materials contamination and potential loss of 
paleontological resources, impacts will be mitigated to below 
a level of significance. 

The Navy Broadway Complex Final EIR found project-specific 
impacts (as described above in Sections A-H) which may be 
possible regarding traffic, public services, physical 
environment, air, noise, cultural resources, public health and 
safety. Several of the potential impacts are related to the 
fact that now there is a specific development proposal which 
may not match the general assumptions addressed in the Final 
MEIR. It is anticipated that many, if not all potentially 
significant impacts associated with the Navy Broadway Complex 
will be mitigated. 

Ill, The following discussion explains the reasons why changes or 
alterations which avoid or substantially lessen certain 
significant environmental effects of the redevelopment of the 
Navy Broadway Complex, as provided for in the proposed 
Development Agreement, are ,within the responsibility and 
jurisdiction of another public agency and not the City 
Council, and how such changes have been adopted by such other 
agency or can and should be adopted by such other agency. 

A. PUBLIC HEALTH AND SAFETY 

Imoacts- associated with Contamination of Groundwater 

The project includes subsurface parking and would likely 
include subsurface foundation components. Groundwater is 
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located at approximately i to 11 feet below the ground 
surface of the site. Subsurface construction would 
encounter substantial quantities of groundwater, and a 
temporary groundwater dewatering program would be 
required during construction. Although it is unlikely 
that any contaminated groundwater would be encountered 
during temporary dewatering activities, it was found that 
the dewatering program associated with the nearby 
Convention Center may have promoted migration of the 
contaminated plume in the direction of that project. It 
is conceivable that temporary groundwater dewatering 
associated with project development could cause migration 
of the plume, or of a currently unknown source of 
contaminated groundwater, towards the Navy Broadway 
Complex. 

The significant effects related to contaminated 
groundwater have been eliminated or substantially reduced 
to a level lass than significant by virtue of project 
design considerations and the mitigation measure 
identified in the Final EIR and incorporated into the 
project. The measure is as follows; 

• Authorization to temporarily discharge dewatering 
waste during project construction will be obtained 
from the executive officer of the Regional Water 
Quality Control Board (RWQCB) under NPDES CA 
0103707, 

3, FINAL MEIR 

As described in Item III of Attachment A of Agency Resolution 
No, .2031 and City Council Resolution 279375 certifying the 
Final MEIR and incorporated by reference. 

1, With respect to project-specific mitigation for projects 
within the planning jurisdiction of government agencies other 
than the City of San Diego •, 

Project-specific mitigation would be required for a number of 
potential impacts including potentially significant land use 
incompatibilities, air quality impacts during construction, CO 
hotspotS; noise impacts, demolition of historically 
significant buildings, potential loss of subsurface cultural 
resources, wind acceleration, impacts to public facilities and 
services; geological hazards, ground-water impacts, hazardous 
materials contamination and potential loss of paleontological 
resources. 
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San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) and the 
California Coastal Commission. The County of San Diego has 
planning jurisdiction over County-owned property in Centre 
City used for a County purpose; the U, S. Navy controls a 
large developed parcel adjacent to the waterfront (the 
Broadway Complex) and an adjacent pier; and SANDAG is the 
designated Airport Land Use Commission for Lindbergh Field. 
Lindbergh Field's Airport Influence Area extends across a 
portion of the Planning Area. The Centre City waterfront is 
under the jurisdiction of the San Diego Unified Port District 
and the California Coastal Commission. However, the Coastal 
Commission has delegated its coastal zone authority to the 
City of San Diego and the Port District as a result of their 
certification of the Local Coastal Program and Port Master 
Plan. 

The V. S. Navy has entered into a memorandum of understanding 
(MOU) with the City of San Diego providing for cooperation in 
the future development of the Navy Broadway Complex, The MOU 
specifies that the Navy, in consultation with the City of San 
Diego, will prepare a development plan and urban design 
guidelines that will define the nature of development that 
will occur on the Navy Broadway Complex. 

2. With respect to transit ridership: 

Traffic related impacts would be mitigated primarily by 
increasing the percent of transit ridership to 50 percent by 
the year 2023. It is estimated that an additional 440 buses, 
3 05 trolley cars and 55 commuter rail cars would be required 
for the routes serving the Planning Area during the AM peak 
hour. This mitigation measure would be the responsibility ox 
the Metropolitan Transit Development Board (MTDB).. 

3. With respect to freeways: 

Impacts to key freeway segments and ramps will need to be 
mitigated through measures such as ramp metering, ramp 
widening and providing additional-:lanes for both freeways and 
ramps. These measures would be the responsibility and 
jurisdiction of the California Department of Transportation 
(Caltrans). The Redevelopment Pian provides Agency 
participation with Caltrans to widen various freeway ramps in 
the Planning Area and these mitigation measures can and should 
be'adopted by Caltrans, 

4. With respect to air quality; 

Similar to traffic impacts, the mitigation of CO hotspots is 
dependent in part on the implementation ,.of a 50 percent 
transit mode split by the year 2025. Provision of the needed 
additional buses, trolley cars and commuter rail cars is not 
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within the jurisdiction of the City or Agency, but rather the 
Metropolitan Transit Development Board. 

IV. The following discussion explains the reasons why specific 
economic, social or other considerations make infeasible the 
mitigation measures or project alternatives with respect .to 
each significant environmental effect of the redevelopment of 
the Navy Broadway Complex, as provided for in the proposed 
Development Agreement, which cannot be avoi'ded or 
substantially lessened. 

A. LONG-TERM VEHICULAR EMISSIONS—CUMULATIVE IMPACT ON AIR 
QUALITY 

The Regional Air Quality Strategy establishes a goal of 
maintaining a Leve1 of Sarvice (LOS) C. or better at 
intersections to reduce idling times and vehicular 
emissions. Cumulative development in the project 
vicinity would create congestion (LOS D or below) at six 
intersections. The proposed project would contribute a 
substantial increment to this congestion at one or two of 
these intersections. City of San Diego standards provide 
that this incremental contribution to the region's non-
attainment of ozone and carbon monoxide standards is a 
cumulatively significant unmitigated impact. 

The significant effect has been substantially reduced to 
the extend feasible by virtue of the design 
considerations and the mitigation measures identified in 
the Final EIS and incorporated into the project. The San 
Diego Basin is a non-attainment area for ozone, nitrogen 
dioxide, and carbon monoxide. The project would include 
transportation demand management measures (TDM) that 
would substantially reduce the potential air quality 
impacts of the project. Incorporation of the TDM would, 
according to the California Air Resources Board, 
demonstrate consistency with the State Implementation 
Plan. Nevertheless, after implementation of all feasible 
mitigation measures, the project would continue to 
contribute substantial traffic to a congested 
intersection and would therefore contribute significantly 
to an unmitigated impact, 

-The chief goal of CEQA is mitigation or avoidance of 
environmental harm. Alternatives and mitigation measures 
fulfill the same function of diminishing or avoiding 
adverse environmental effects, When •' a significant 
environmental impact remains after implementation of 
mitigation measures, a reasonable range of alternatives 
need to be evaluated and either adopted or shown to be 
ineffective or infeasible as a means to" reduce or prevent 
detrimental effects to the environment. The final SIR 
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evaluated six alternatives in addition to the proposed 
project. Only the No-Action Alternative would reduce or 
avoid the cumulative impact on air quality. 

A summary of each alternative addressed in the Final EIR 
is provided below. The purpose of this summary is fb 
illustrate how each alternative differs from the project, 
whether or not each alternative can avoid or lessen the 
unmitigated impact, and if so, what "specific, economic, 
social, or other considerations" make the alternative 
infeasible. With the exception of the No-Action 
Alternative, Alternative G, the alternatives would 
contribute substantial traffic to one or two 
intersections and would therefore also contribute a 
significant impact to cumulative air quality impacts. 
Alternative A is the proposed project. 

Alternative 3 

Alternative 3 represents an additional 250,000 SF of 
commercial office and 1.4 acres less open space than the 
proposed project, totalling 3,500,000 SF of mixed uses 
(including 300,000 SF of above-grade parking). 
Alternative 3 would also result in a significant 
unmitigated impact on cumulative air quality. Although 
this alternative meets the basic project objectives, it 
does not avoid this impact and is not environmentally 
superior to the proposed project. 

AVternatyre <; 

Alternative C proposes rehabilitation of existing Navy 
buildings and additional development totalling 2,470,000 
SF of mixed uses (including 225,000 SF of above-grade 
parking. The open space and museum proposed by the 
project would not be provided, nor would commercial 
office be developed. Although Alternative c meets the 
basic project objectives, it would have several 
unmitigated impacts related to planning in addition to 
unmitigated cumulative air quality impacts, so it is 
environmentally inferior to the project. 

Alternative D 

Alternative D would require private development on the 
Navy Broadway Complex site to-generate sufficient revenue 
for acquisition and use of a second site, This 
alternative would be developed with 2,915,000 SF of mixed 
uses, including approximately 20,000 SF of Navy offices, 
at the Navy Broadway Complex, -and approximately 930,000 
SF of Navy offices on a site in the eastern area of 
downtown San Diego> Proposed uses on the Navy Broadway 
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Complex would be similar to Alternative B in intensity 
and layout—with 0.5 acre of open space—but additional 
commercial office and hotel uses would be developed in 
place of Navy offices to meet project financial 
objectives. This alternative meets the basic project 
objectives. However, Alternative D wold also result -in 
a significant unmitigated impact on cumulative air 
quality and, therefore, is infeasible as a means to avoid 
this impact. Alternative D is not environmentally 
superior to the proposed project. 

Alternative S 

Alternative E would include construction of 1 million SF 
of Navy offices on the Navy Broadway Complex site and no 
private development. Construction would be taxpayer-
financed congressionally funded and would primarily 
involve the rehabilitation of the two largest buildings 
on the property, and construction of one new building. 
No open space would be provided. Although this 
alternative provides one million SF of Navy offices, it 
is infeasible because it does not meet the basic project 
objectives of providing the Navy offices at a reduced 
cost to taxpayers; it relies on direct Federal 
appropriation of tax dollars to totally finance the 
project. Although this alternative would have less of an 
effect on cumulative air quality than the proposed 
project, the impact would still be significant. 
Furthermore, Alternative E wold have additional impacts 
related to planning (similar to Alternative c) and thus 
would be environmentally inferior to the project. 

Alternative F 

Alternative F would be similar to the project and would 
be developed with 3,315,000 SF of mixed uses (including 
355,000 SF of above-grade parking), but includes no 
development on the most northern of the four blocks on 
the site and 1.4 more acres of open space. Development 
on the other three blocks of the site would be 
intensified (compared with the project), and up to 500-
foot-tall buildings would be built. Although local 
government financial assistance would be needed for 
certain infrastructure improvements, this alternative 
meets "the basic objectives of the project, Alternative 
F would not avoid unmitigated significant .cumulative air 
quality impacts and would result ih unmitigated 
aesthetics impacts as well, so it is environmentally 
inferior to the proposed project. 

Alternative G 
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Alternative G is the No-Action Alternative. No new 
development would occur on the Navy Broadway Complex and 
existing uses would be retained. No unmitigated 
significant impacts would result. This alternative would 
avoid a significant cumulative impact on air quality.. 
This alternative is infeasible because it does not meet 
the objective of accommodating the demand for Navy 
offices in a central location. 

B. FINAL MEIR 

As described in Item IV of Attachment A of Agency Resolution 
Nol 2031 and City Council Resolution 279375 certifying the 
Final MEIR and incorporated by reference. 

1, With respect to significant traffic circulation and 
traffic-related land use impacts: 

Even 'with implementation of the identified mitigations, the 
following significant traffic impacts would occur: level of 
service F on Harbor Drive and Broadway, SR-153 and 1-5 and on 
eight freeway ramps providing access to downtown from SR-153 
and I-S, Further mitigation would require a significant 
reduction in the scale or volume of future development in the 
Project Area. The Final MEIR assessed the effect of 
alternatives which would provide for: development of remote 
parking in the Project Area; implementing reversible lanes on 
Harbor Drive; decreased intensity of development at the 
waterfront; a no project alternative; and a reduced density 
alternative. 

The Final MEIR assessed the effect of alternatives which would 
provide for: development of remote parking in the Project 
area; implementing reversible lanes on Harbor Drive; decreased 
intensity of development at the waterfront; no project 
alternative; and a reduced density alternative. 

The scale or volume of the development in the Project Area 
could be reduced by reducing development at the waterfront and 
by both the raduced-and no-projact alternatives. However, 
reduction of the intensity at the waterfront is not within the 
jurisdiction of The City of San Diago, Reduction of intensity 
through the no project and reduced density alternatives would 
be economically infeasible. 

The analysis contained in the Final "MEIR finds that 
anticipated Centra City development with no redevelopment plan 
would result in traffic and related noise increasing, and 
corresponding air quality decreasing over time, with none-of 
the coordinated planning and mitigation mechanisms available 
with the use of a community or redevelopment plan. The demand 
for public facilities and services would continue without the 
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resources of redevelopment available. Furthermore, the loss 
of a coordinated plan for redevelopment would result in an 
underutilization of land within the urban core, thereby 
encouraging further development pressure in outlying areas, 
with the attendant potential significant impacts on regional 
traffic, air quality, energy consumption, public services-, 
loss of open space and potential loss of agricultural land. 
The no project alternative would not encourage the objectives 
and goals of the Redevelopment Plan, and other related 
documents, with respect to elimination of urban blight and 
incompatible land uses within the urban core. Physical, 
economic and social conditions would not be improved and could 
worsen placing a greater drain on city and county resources. 
The no project alternative would further endanger the City's 
ability to promote the identified goals. 

2, With respect to significant air quality impactsi 

Even with implementation of the identified mitigations, 
significant air quality impacts associated with CO ocurrence 
on all street segments, ramps, and freeway segments that 
operate at an LOS of D or below, would occur even after 
traffic mitigations are implemented. Further mitigation would 
require a significant reduction in the scale or volume of 
future develoment in the Project Area, The MEIR assessed the 
effect of aitarnaties which would provide for decreased 
intensity of development; and the no project alternative. The 
scale or volume of development in the Project Area could be 
reduced by both of the alternatives. The social, economic and 
other considerations which make these alternatives infeasible 
are the same as those described under paragraph above, 

V, The following discussion explains the benefits of the 
redevelopment of the Navy Broadway Complex, as provided for in 
the proposed Development Agreement which outweigh the 
significant environmental effects of the redevelopment of the 
Navy Broadway Complex, as provided for in the proposed 
Development Agreement, which , cannot be avoided or 
substantially lessened. 

A, The proposed project would provide a 1.9-acre area for 
development by the City of San Diego of public open space 
at the foot of Broadway adjacent to the waterfront. 
There is the possibility that this area could be combined 
with adjacent area under control of the City and the San 
Diego Unified Port District to create an'up to 10-acre 
waterfront park. .An open space area at the foot of 
Broadway has been long sought by the City, and is 
represented in a number of planning documents, including 
the Central Bavfront Design Princioles. At least 75 
percent of 'the linear ground level frontage of buildings 
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fronting the open space will be developed with retail, 
restaurants, and other public-oriented activities. The 
open space area could serve as a waterfront gateway to 
downtown San Diego, 

In addition to the l-9-acre open space at the foot trf 
Broadway, pedestrian facilities and galleries would add 
another 3 acres of open space uses to the site. In all, 
the project will enhance pedestrian access to and use of 
the waterfront, and will be a substantial community 
benefit. 

3. Currently there is no access along S Street, F Street, or 
the extension of G Street through the Navy Broadway 
Complex. Pedestrian access to the waterfront from the 
downtown core and the Marina residential area is thus 
precluded along these streets. These streets would be 

of pedestrian access within a 120-foot right-of-way 
This will provide substantially improved access between 
the G Street Mole and the Marina residential area. S and 
F streets will both be improved with approximately 35 
feet of pedestrian access within a 75-foot right-of-way, 

C, The major buildings on the site are industrial in 
appearance. The sits, while well maintained, exhibits 
minimal architectural variation. The project will have 
architectural excellence, designed to step down from the 
downtown core to the waterfront. Towers will be designed 
to minimize view obstructions from inland areas, and to 
create a well-composed skyline compatible with existing 
and planned development. Low-rise elements will be 
designed to create interest and variety. Street level 
elements will be designed to provide a pedestrian scale. 
Fences and buildings that block views to the waterfront 
along G Street will be removed. High quality 
straetscaping and landscapihg will be established to 
promote a comfortable and enhanced pedestrian 
environment. Enhanced pedestrian walkways will be 
provided along Pacific highway, Broadway, and Harbor 
Drive,. 

D> Up to 55,000 SF of unfinished space shall be provided for 
a community-sponsored group to develop a. amseua, with a 
likely orientation toward showcasing the maritime 
heritage of the City and the historic significance of 
this area of the waterfront. The museum would be 
designed to provide principle access to the open space 
area} to integrate project design elements and further 
emphasis a the pedestrian environment created by the 
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project. 

The Central Bavfront Design Principles were adopted to 
help guide development among the several jurisdictions 
and property owners located along the Central Bayfront. 
The design principles were incorporated into the 
preliminary Centre Citv San Diago Community Plan and the 
Navy Broadway Complex Project, The development agreement 
between the City and the Navy will provide assurance that 
redevelopment of this area, over which the City has no 
authority, will be compatible with other development 
existing and planned for the area. The Progress Guide 
and General Plan contains an objective for the central 
urbanized area of the City of "attracting the most 
intensive and varied land use including office 
administrative, financial, residential, and 
entertainment, and strengthening the viability of the 
central areas through renewal, redevelopment, and new 
.construction," 

The waterfront area in the project vicinity is heavily 
used by residents, employees, and visitors. The Navy 
Broadway Complex, in its current configuration, does not 
enhance the area for waterfront users. The'project as 
proposjed will enhance San Diego1 s waterfront. The open 
space area at the foot of Broadway will provide the 
opportunity to create a component of a waterfront gateway 
to downtown San Diego. Pedestrian access to the 
waterfront will be substantially increased by the 
provision of access ways through the site, and by 
providing pedestrian amenities along the various walkways 
adjacent to and through the site. The waterfront museum 
will also provide a substantially beneficial use 
complimentary to the waterfront. 

The project would provide approximately 10,300 permanent 
job opportunities at project buildout. Nearly 3,700 of 
these jobs would be with Navy personnel already in the 
region but more than 4,100 new'employment opportunities 
would be created.. This would enhance the economic base 
of downtown San Diego. 

The NaT/ Broadway Complex dees not currently provide tax 
revenues to the City of San Diegc. After redevelopment, 
the project site would generate property taxes, sal es 
taxes, and transient occupancy taxes to tHe City of San 
Diego. It is proj acted that the proj ect wold raturn 
$253,197,000 net in revenues to the City of San Diego 
over the next 30 years. The assumptions and methodology 
used to derive this are described in detail on pages 4-
139 through -1-143 of the draft EIS, This is a 
substantial benefit of the project, and provides revenue 
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to the City from a site that has not previously produced 
any public revenues. 

I. FINAL MEIR 

As described in Item V of Attachment A of Agency 
Resolution No, 2031 and City Council Resolution No. 
279375 certifying the Final MEIR and incorporated by 
reference. 

Significant unavoidable traffic and circulation and 
traffic-related land use impact is partially offset by 
the benefits of implementing the Redevelopment Plan which 
provides a synergistic mix of land uses that will reduce 
the number and length of regional trips as well as the 
number of trips made into downtown. 

Significant unavoidable air quaiity impact is partially 
offset by the implementation of an aggressive transit 
improvement program serving downtown. 

The Community Plan and related documents will allow the 
use of redevelopment methods to eliminate blight and to 
encourage development of new buildings and businesses 
which conform to the land use goals stated in the Centre 
City Community Plan, The Plan will improve 
administration of the existing redevelopment projects as 
well as facilitate coordinated planning and 
infrastructura improvements between multiple 
jurisdictions for the benefit of the entire area, 
including the improvements on and adjacent to property 
owned by the Unified Port District, the federal 
government, and the Metropo1itan Trans it Development 
Board. 

Implementation of the Redevelopment Plan also partially 
offsets unavoidable traffic and circulation impacts by 
providing for transit, pedestrian, street freeway ramp 
and parking improvements that would not otherwise be made 
due to a lack of public resources and coordination with 
multiple jurisdictions. 

Public involvement through the redevelopment process 
would stimulate private reinvestment in the area and aid 
the neighborhoods in effectively competing in the city-
wide demand for needed public improvaments and services. 
The economic environment in and around the Redevelopment 
Project Area and Planning Area will thus be revitalized 
through new development, including continued increases to 
the property tax base and resultant increases to the tax 
Increment available for redevelopment. Redevelopment 
vil.1 bring residents, employees and visitor's into 
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PREFACE TO THE FINAL EIR 

The National Defense Authorization Act for fiscal year 1987, Public Law 99-661, authorized the 
Navy Broadway Complex project. The Navy and City of San Diego executed a memorandum of 
understanding (MOU) agreeing to enter into a development agreement, including a development 
plan and urban design guidelines for the project. 

Because both the Navy and the City of San Diego must approve the development agreement, both 
an environmental impact statement (EIS) prepared in accordance with the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) and an environmental impact report (EIR) prepared in accordance wilh the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) have been completed and address the potential 
environmental impacts of the proposed project. 

This document is the Final EIR, for which the City of San Diego is the lead agency. In 
accordance with Section 21083.5 of CEQA, an EIS may be submitted in lieu of an EIR, to the 
extent that the EIS complies with CEQA and the Stale CEQA Guidelines. According to Section 
21083.7 of CEQA, when a project requires preparation of both an EIS (in accordance with 
NEPA) and an EIR (in accordance with CEQA), "the lead agency shall, whenever possible, use 
the EIS as such EIR as provided in Section 21083.5." As provided by Section 15150 of the State 
CEQA Guidelines, an EIR "may incorporate by reference all or portions of another document 
which is a matter of public record or is generally available to the public." 

The Final EIS was prepared to fully comply with the provisions of both NEPA and CEQA, and 
contains all discussions required by each act. The Final EIS is being circulated concurrently with 
and to the same agencies and members of the public as the Final EIR. Please see the Executive 
Summary of the Final EIS for a general description of the project and the major environmental 
issues associated with its implementation. 

JB/664P001.P 



Draft E 
(Original Text 



DRAFT 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

FOR THE 
NAVY BROADWAY COMPLEX PROJECT 

City of San Diego 
City Administration Building 

202 "C" Street 
San Diego, California 92101 

Contact; Maureen A. Stapleton 
Deputy City Manager 

April 1990 



PREFACE TO THE DRAFT EIR 

The legislation authorizing the Navy Broadway Complex project is the National Defense 
Authorization Act for fiscal year 1987, Public Law 99-661. The Navy and City of San Diego 
executed a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) agreeing to enter into a development 
agreement, which will include a development plan and urban design guidelines for the project. 

Because both the Navy and the City of San Diego must approve the developmenl agreement, both 
an environmental impact statement (EIS) in accordance wilh the National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA) and an environmental impact report (EIR) in accordance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) are being prepared to address the potential environmental 
impacts of the proposed project. 

This document is the EER, for which the City of San Diego is the lead agency. In accordance with 
Section 21083.5 of CEQA, an EIS may be submitted in lieu of an EIR, to the extent that the 
EIS complies with CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines. According to Section 21083.7 of 
CEQA^ when a project requires preparation of both an EIS (in accordance with NEPA) and an 
EIR (in accordance with CEQA), "the lead agency shall, whenever possible, use the EIS as such 
EIR as provided in Section 21083.5." 

The EIS was prepared to fully comply with the provisions of both NEPA and CEQA, and contains 
all discussions required by each act. As provided by Section 15150 of the State CEQA Guidelines, 
an EIR "may incorporate by reference all or portions of another document which is a matter of 
public record or is generally available to the public." This EIR incorporates by reference the EIS 
for the Navy Broadway Complex project. The EIS fully complies with CEQA and the State 
CEQA Guidelines, so the EIS shall also serve as the EIR for this project. The EIS is being 
circulated concurrently with and to the same agencies and members of the public as the EIR. 
Therefore, a summary of the contents of the EIS is not necessary within this EIR. The address 
to submit comments and request additional information is provided below. 

CONTACT FOR INFORMATION AND SEND COMMENTS TO: 

Officer in Charge 
Western Division Naval Facilities Engineering Command Detachment 
Broadway Complex 
555 West Beech Street, Suite 101 
San Diego, California 92101-2937 
(619) 532-3291 

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR 

Written comments must be received at the above address by: v t->-
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CONCLUSIONS TO EIR: 

An Environinental Impact Statement (EIS) was prepared to address 
the environmental impacts of each of the proposed alternatives. 
This EIR incorporates the EIS by reference. The EIS addressed 
land use and applicable plans, transportation and circulation, 
aesthetics and viewshed, public services and utilities, 
socioeconomics, the physical environment, biological resources, 
air quality, noise, cultural resources, public health and safety, 
and energy and conservation. 

The preferred alternative, Alternative A, would include a 1.9-
acre open space area, a museum, and specific design guidelines 
consistent with existing plans. Beneficial impacts to land use, 
viewsheds, recreational facilities, and socioeconomics would 
result from this alternative. 

The proposed alternatives would include transportation demand 
management measures that would reduce the potential air quality 
impacts of the project. According to the California Air 
Resources Board, incorporation of these measures would 
demonstrate consistency with the State Implementation Plan. 

The Regional Air .Quality Strategy establishes a goal of 
maintaining a Level of Service (LOS) C or better to reduce idling 
of times and vehicular emissions. Cumulative development in the 
project vicinity would create congestion (Level of Service D or 
below) at six intersections. The proposed project would 
contribute a substantial increment to this congestion at one to 
two of these intersections. City of San Diego standards provide 
that this incremental contribution to the region's non-attainment 
of ozone and carbon monoxide standards is a cumulatively 
significant unmitigated impact. 

RECOMMENDED MITIGATION OR ALTERNATIVES FOR SIGNIFICANT 
UNMITIGATED IMPACTS: 

The No Project alternative, which would retain the site in its 
current condition, would eliminate impacts to air quality and 
traffic circulation. Other alternatives considered in the EIS 
would have similar impacts to the proposed project. These 
alternatives would have a cumulatively significant air quality 
impact. 

MITIGATION MEASURES INCORPORATED INTO THE PROJECT: 

In order to mitigate adverse circulation impacts, intersection 
improvements would be made in phases timed to construction on the 
various blocks of the project site. The improvements include the 
addition of turn lanes at the Broadway/Pacific Highway 
intersection and the signalization of Harbor Drive north of 
Broadway and the Pacific Highway/Harbor Drive intersection. 



These measures would be implemented by the City of San Diego 
according to the proposed Development Agreement. Improvements to 
the Pacific Highway/Grape Street and Broadway/Front Street 
intersections are also planned by the City as recommended in the 
Centre City Transportation Actipn Plan. In addition, "E", "F", 
and "G" Streets would be extended through the project site. 
These measures would improve the levels of service (LOS) at three 
intersections from LOS E-F to LOS D. Other intersections would 
not be significantly adversely affected by the proposed project. 

A Transportation Demand Management (TDM) program would be 
proposed for the project to reduce peak hour traffic impacts. 
TDM measures include the provision of reserved carpool spaces and 
encouraging transit use by accommodating only 80 percent of 
parking demand on site. Other measures could include the 
provision of bicycle lockers and transit information. 

Operation of several intersections at LOS D would typically be 
considered a significant traffic impact. However, since the 
project site is located within Centre City where a densification 
of uses is necessary to support alternative commute modes, the 
project is not considered to have a significant traffic impact, 
from an operational standpoint, after the implementation of the 
above mitigation measures. 

Potentially significant impacts to cultural resources associated 
with modification or removal of Buildings 1 and 12 would be 
mitigated by compliance with measures determined through 
consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer. 

Ann B. Hix, Principal Planner 

City Planning Department 



NOTICE OF PREPARATION (NOP) FOR A 
CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA) 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

LEAD AGENCY: 

The City of San Diego, California 

PROPOSED ACTION: 

The Department of the Navy, In coordination with the City of San Diego, is 
proposing to redevelop its land known as the Navy Broadway Complex. The 
project site is located on approximately sixteen acres in downtown San Diego 
adjacent to the San Diego Bay waterfront and consists of eight city blocks 
that are bounded by Harbor Drive on the west, Market Street on the south, 
Pacific Highway on the east, and Broadway on the north (see Exhibits 1 and 
2), The site is currently improved with a series of sixteen miscellaneous 
office and warehouse buildings containing in excess of one million square feet 
of gross floor area. The buildings were constructed between 1922 and 1945. 

The Navy is proposing to consolidate in modern facilities the general 
regional administrative activities of the naval shore establishment in the San 
Diego area. These facilities are to be central to the San Diego naval 
commands, the population of the San Diego area and regional transportation 
systems. The Navy's objective is to redevelop this site through a public/ 
private partnership designed to meet the Navy's regional administrative office 
space needs in a manner that will compliment San Diego's bayfront 
redevelopment. Approximately one million square feet of Navy office space is 
contemplated to be developed on the site by a private developer(s) for use by 
the Navy, Additional mixed-use (e.g. office, hotel, specialty retail) private 
development on the site will be allowed which is intended to offset the cost 
of the Navy-occupied space thereby reducing cost to the taxpayer, 

A conceptual master plan and urban design guidelines will be prepared in 
coordination with the San Diego community through the City of San Diego to 
guide the development of the site. It is proposed that the Navy and the City 
will enter into a development agreement as the mechanism for approval and 
control of the site's development. 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS 

Prior to entering into such a development agreement, the City of San Diego 
is required to prepare an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) in compliance with 
the CEQA. The Navy will also be preparing an Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) for Its proposed actions in compliance with the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA), Because of Issues common to both and to facilitate 
administration, joint hearings and meetings will be conducted for the NEPA and 
CEQA processes. 

The EIR will be a full scope document that will cover all matters of 
potential environmental concern (an initial study is not attached to this 
NOP), The environmental analysis will address, but not be limited to, traffic 
and circulation, land use and planning, waterfront access, aesthetics and view 



corridors, public services and utilities, socioeconomics, geology and 
seismicity, extractable resources, hydrology and drainage, biology, endangered 
species and critical habitat, air quality, noise, cultural resources, coastal 
zone management, public health and safety, and energy conservation. 

Alternatives that are being considered include variations of private and 
Navy development on the Broadway Complex site, Navy-only development of the 
site, development of an alternative site in downtown San Diego, and no action, 

COMMENTS ON THE SCOPE OF THE EIR: 

The City of San Diego is requesting any comments you may have regarding 
the scope of the environmental analysis in the EIR. Because of issues common 
to both the Navy's environmental review and this process and to facilitate 
administration, the Navy is designated to collect and disseminate questions 
and comments regarding this process to the City of San Diego for response. 
Please submit comments, in writing, to the address provided below: 

Officer in Charge 
Western Division 

Naval Facilities Engineering Command Detachment 
Broadway Complex 

1220 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, California 92132-5190 

Attn: Captain Wayne Goodermote, CEC, USN 

Questions should be addressed to the same address or telephone inquiries can 
be directed to Anthony Prlncipi, General Counsel, Broadway Complex Project 
Office, at (619) 532-3291. Written comments must be submitted by December 16, 
1988. 

In addition, joint public scoping meetings will be held to receive written 
and oral testimony from governmental agencies and the public about issues that 
should be addressed in the EIS/EIR. A morning session has been scheduled for 
agency representatives and an evening session for members of the public. The 
evening session will adjourn at 11:30 P.M. or earlier, if all comments have 
been received. The scoping meetings will be conducted by Captain Wayne 
Goodermote, the Officer in Charge of the Broadway Complex Project Office. The 
meetings will be informal. Individual speakers will be requested to limit 
their statements to five minutes. Written statements will be accepted at the 
meetings or they may be mailed to the address given above. 

Both meetings will be open to the general public at the times and 
locations indicated below: 

Morning Session Evening Session 

November 1A, 1988 - 9:00 a.m. November 14, 1988 - 7:00 p.m. 

City Administration Building City Administration Building 
12the Floor 12the Floor 
202 'C Street 202 'C1 Steet 
San Diego, CA 92101 San Diego, CA 92101 

2 
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FMAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (EIS) 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 

Pursuant to Section 102 of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, 40 CFR 15G0-1508, 
and OPNAV Instruction 5090.1. 

PROPOSED ACTION 

Redevelopment of the Navy Broadway Complex, San Diego, California 

LEAD AGENCY : 

Department of the Navy 

ABSTRACT 

The Navy has identified a need for administrative office space to accommodats the regional 
administrative activities of the San Diego naval shore establishment in modem facilities at a site 
central to other Navy facilities in San Diego. The Navy Broadway Complex is centrally located 
on approximately 16 acres in downtown San Diego, adjacent to the San Diego waterfront. The 
site is proposed for redevelopment through a public/private partnership in a manner that mil 
provide needed Navy office space and complement San Diego's bayfront while retaining sunport 
activities for the continued operation of the adjacent Navy Pier. The office space will be provided 
at no cost to the Navy on a portion of the sits in return for a iong-term ground lease of the 
remainder of the site to the private developer. 

The Navy and the City of San Diego will enter into a development agreement as the mechanism 
for approval and control of the site's development with approximately 3.25 million square feet of 
mixed uses that include Navy and commercial offices, a museum, hotel and retail space, and oublic 
open space. Alternative A described in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) has 
been selected as the preferred alternative. The Final Environmental Impact Statement (which 
incorporates provisions of the DEIS as shown in the table of contents) addresses the full range 
of potential impacts. Beneficial impacts will occur through the improvement of physical and visual 
waterfront access, provision of active pedestrian areas, and improved aesthetics. Direct, project-
related adverse impacts will be mitigated to a level that is less than significant. A significant 
unmitigated cumulative imoact on air Quality will occur. The proiect will be consistent with local 
plans for the Central Bayfront and the Centre City, as presented in the Central Bayfront Design 
Principles and the Centre City San Diego Community Plan. 

n ONTACT FOR INFORMATION AND SEND COMMENTS TO: 

W. M. Robinson, Jr., Executive Director 
Western Division Naval Facilities Engineering Command Detachment 
Broadway Complex 
555 "West Beech Street, Suite 101 
San Diego, California 92101-2937 
(619) 532-3291 

COMMENTS ON THE FINAL EIS 

"Written comments must be received by: i •• k ^ i^Q 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR ACTION 

The United States Department of the Naw is the owner and/or operator of IS administrative, 
support, and operational installations throughout the City of San Diego area. One such 
installation is known as the Navy Broadway Comples, which primarily contains administrative and 
warehouse facilities, and is the iccatioa of the Commander, Naval Base, San Diego; the Naval 
'supply Center, San Diego; and several other Department of Navy activities. The Navy Broadway 

ivy 
with a total 1,007,029 SF of development. Although outside of the boundaries of the proposed 
project, the adjacent Navy Pier is supported by personnel at the Navy Broadway Complex and is 
part of the complex. 

The Naval Supply Center initiated long range plans in 1979 to move much of the warehousing 
from the Navy Broadway Complex site to new, modern facilities locatsd at existing naval 
operational bases in the San Diego region. Subsequent to this, a regional study of Navy 
administrative and facility requirements was conducted. The study reaffirmed that the Naw 
Broadway Complex with the Navy Pier was essential for national security purposes. 'The Navy 
Broadway Complex was determined to be the most suitable site for Navy regional administrative 
offices because of its central location in relation to other Navy installations, and its proximity to 
several major regional transportation facilities, including light rail transit lines, a railroad, several 
bus lines, and an extensive freeway complex. 

Redevelopment of the Navy Broadway Complex, with continued operation of the adjacent Navy' 
Pier, was approved by the Chief of Naval Operations in 1983. A need for up to 1 million SF of 
upgraded office space has since been identified to accommodate Navy administrative personnel. 

The •typical means by which construction of Naw offices, or other military facilities, is funded is 
through Congressionally approved Military Construction (MILCON) appropriations, which- are 
taxpayer-funded and Congressionally approved. However, Congress endorsed, through Public Law 
(P.L.) 99-661, a concept proposed by Navy planners and community groups by which the site 
would be developed at reduced cost to the taxpayers through a public/private venture. P.L. 99-661 
was a component of the National Defense Authorization Act-of 1987. 

The legislation (and related Office of Management and Budget Guidelines^ allows the Secretar/ 
of the Navy to enter into long-term leases of portions of the Navy Broadway Complex in 
consideration for the development of the needed Navy office space on the site at no cost to -the 
Navy. 

The Navy and the City of San Diego entered into a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) on 
June 1,1987 to guide the planning and approval process for redevelopment of the Navy Broadway 
Complex. The MOU specifies that the Navy, in consultation with the City of San Diego, will 
prepare a development plan and urban design guidelines that will define the nature of 
development that will cccur on the Navy Broadway Complex. The development plan and urban 
design guidelines would become part of a development agreement between the Naw and the City 
of San Dieso. 
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'ROPOSED ACTION 

The proposed action is described as AJtemative A in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. 
In accordance with this alternative, the Department of the Navy proposes to redevelop the Navy 
Broadway Complex with 3,250,000 SF of mixed uses (including 300,000 SF of above-grade 
parking). The project is intended to provide a balance between developed and open space uses 
on She site, while meeting the Navy's office space objective. Designed to maximize community 
objectives, the project would provide for a number of beneficial uses. Such uses are described 
below. 

® A 1.9-acre nubile open space area would be provided for community use at the 
foot of Broadway, adjacent to the waterfront. This area could potentially be 
combined with adjacent properties to create an even larger open space that 
could be considered a new waterfront gateway to downtown San Die?o. 

• Up to 55,000 SF of space for a museum, which would be completed and 
operated by a community-sponsored organization. 

® Pedestrian and vehicular access would be developed along E, F, and G Streets 
and would be acsraded on ail streets surrounding the site so that access between 
the downtown core and the waterfront would be improved. Access along the 
waterfront would also be improved by providing a midblock pedestrian passage 
parallel to the bayfront. • 

a View corridors along E, F, and G streets would be opened to the waterfront. 

» Ground-level retail would be provided to encourage pedestrian use of the area. 

The proposed mix of uses for the project is shown below. Depending on market conditions, the 
square footage may be modified, with the overall square footage not io exceed 3,250,000 SF. 

• Navy office: 1 million SF 
• Museum: 55,000 SF 
a Commercial office: 650,000 SF 
9 Hotel: 1,220,000 SF (1,500 rooms) 
•a Retail: 25,000 SF 
® Above-grade parking; 300,000 SF (SG0 spaces) 
• Total parking spaces: 3,105 

The project would be designed so that the tallest buildings are in the northeastern portion of the 
site closest to downtown San Die^o while shorter structures steo down to the ws^erfront io the 
west and south. The tallest building would be up to 400 feet in heisht. with the other buildings 
ranein? from 100 to 350 feet. Buildings would have a slender dssisn to provide open view 
corridors. 

COORDINATION 

• 
During preparation of the draft and final EIS, affected agencies were contacted for technical 
nforaiation and elaboration of agency concerns. Mitigation measures were developed in 
coordination with such agencies. Additional coordination with some of the listed agencies may 
be required during project implementation: 
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1. City of San Diego (traffic and other infrastructure improvements) 

2. California State Historic Preservation Ofncer (cultural resources) 

3. National Park Service (cultural resources) 

4. California Regional Water Quaiity Control Board (temporary construction^ 
newateting^ 

5. Federal Aviation Administration (construction within a Federal Aviation 
Regulation imaginary surface) 

A complete listing of all agencies consulted during preparation of the EIS is contained in Section 
12. A complete listing of ail agencies and individuals who commented on the draft EIS is included 
in Appendix F. 

MAJOR ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES 

The draft EIS disclosed the potential environmental impacts of the proposed action and provided 
mitigation measures to reduce the significant impacts. The draft EIS was based on environmental 
issues identified by the Navy and through an early consultation process, which included the 
October IS, 19S8 circulation of a Notice of Intent to public agencies and interested individuals, 
and the November 14, 19SS public scoping meeting. The draft EIS was circulated for public 
comments on April 13, 1990, and a public hearing was held May 16, 1990. The public review 
period was closed June 4, 199G, Comments on the draft EIS and responses thereto are included 
in Appendix F. Complete environmental documentation required by law is contained in the draft 
EIS and the final EIS, which need to be read together to obtain a comprehensive understanding 
of the project and its environmental consequences. The following discussion summarizes the 
major findings of the EIS. 

Land Use and Applicable P t e s : The project is compatible with surrounding land uses and 
provides active pedestrian uses such as an open space area (1.9 acres), pedestrian corridors, and 
space for a waterfront museum. It would substantially improve waterfront access by extending E, 
F, and G streets through the site to the waterfront and providing pedestrian-oriented 
improvements. The project is consistent with public access, coastal development, and visual 
resource policies of the California Coastal Act. It is also consistent with the general principles 
adopted for development of properties in San Diego's Central Bayfront, as well as with the 
preliminary Centre City San Diego Community Plan. In addition, the project creates a strong 
linkage between downtown and the waterfront and implements the City-adopted goals of providing; 
open space a; 'me loot or x^roaQway ano waierxront-onsntsd land uses. 

'T?^aspoirtait:.eWCInri3lati€>»5: Development of Phase I of the proiect would not substantially affect 
any intersections. Long-term project operations would adversely affect !:he operation of several 
intersections in the project vicinity. Affected intersections include Grape/Pacific, 
Broadway/Harbor, Broadway/Pacific, and Broadway/Front. Intersection improvements associated 
with the project or programmed by the City of San Diego would reduce impacts at each 
intersection to less than significant. In addition to the listed intersections, long-term Project traffic 
would significantly contribute to overcapacity conditions along Pacific Highway south of Broadway 
and First Avenue south of Ash. Planned improvements along First Avenue would reduce to less 
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^ t f i a n significant expected impacts along the segment south of Ash. With implementation of a 
^ J r r a v e l Demand Management program, sufficient parking would be provided to meet parking 

demands onsite. 

^esthetics aad Vjjgwsiisedg: Viewsheds would be altered by replacing or ungradins the existing 
buildings. The project would be designed to be visually compatible with the surrounding viewshed 
and would beneficially affect viewsheds by opening up and/or protecting view corridors along 
Broadway and E, F, and G streets. 

Geoiogy and Seisaaidty: The site is considered to generally lie within the P.cse Canyon fault 
zone. The project could be subjected to severe seismic shaking, with a potential onsite 
liquefaction hazard. Design measures to withstand geologic hazards would reduce adverse effects 
to less than significant. 

jBgologtaal ResoBregs: Terrectrial bioiogicEl resources are not present because the site is already 
developed, so no impacts would occur. No substantial shadows would be cast over the bayfront 
during the time of the day when the sun is direct (after 9:50 a.m., even during the winter season), 
thus avoiding any potential significant effects to marine life. Mirrored glass would be prohibited 
in buildinp, reducing :he pcssibihty for bird strikes. 

ftjrr QiaalStv: Substantial new .vehicle trips would be generated. An extensive Travel Demand 
Management Program would be implemented to substantially reduce the use of single-occupancy 
vehicles. The air quality management plan and State Implementation Pian are being updated to 
inflect current growth conditions. The primary means to reduce emissions will be a reduction in 

igle-occupancy vehicles. The project would be compatibie. However, the San Diego .Air Basin 
lias not attained standards for ozone and carbon monoxide. The project would contribute 
substantially to congestion at one intersection (Pacific/Grape). Because of the air basin's non-
attainment status, this would result in a significant contribution to cumulative regional air quality 
impacts. 

na; 

Carifcaral Rsso^rees: The site is underlain with artifacts from waterfront development between 
the 1880s and 1910s. These materials are buried beneath the dredged fill placed onsite to create 
dry land for more development. The archaeology, while containing many artifacts, lacks 
stratigraphic integrity and context, and is therefore unlikely to contribute important information 
about San Diego's early history. The srchaeologicai resources do not appear to qualify for 
inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places. This .has been confirmed through 
consultation with the California State Historic Preservation Officer and the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation. Excavation for footing and osher below-srade construction would destrov 
any archaeology that might eidst but this would not result in the loss of a significant resource. 
Should an unanticipated significant archaeoiogicai resource be discovered during project 
excavations, k would ce evaluated and, if found io be important, wouic be created in accordance 
with 35 CFR 800.11. 

Navy Broadway Cc-mpisx Buildings I and 12. combined with the Navy Pier (located*'outside ihe 
project boundaries), form a unit that represents every major period of Navy developmept at this 
location. These structures have been an architectural feature of the San Dieso Harbor and 
skyline for nearly 5G year:. As a unit, they appear tc qualify for me Nationsl Register of Historic 

ISaces. "Oesoiition or any substantial modificatioH of these structures would constitute a 
gnificant impact. Specific mitigation has been developed in consultation with California SHPO 

pursuant to the regulations (36 CFR SCO) for implementing Section 106 of the Nalionai Historic 
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Preservation Act (lo U.S.C. 470f). ine Navy will record Buildings 1 and 12 in accordance with 
the Historic .American Buildings Survey Standards prior to demolition or modification. 

Fafc'ISg Heaitfe gad Safety: Minor hazardous waste spills were located or may be located on the 
site. In addition, transformers that contain PCBs are located on the site although none are [mown 
to be leaking. Because the presence of hazardous waste can affect public health, this would be 
considered a significant impact with any of the alternatives. There are no known major haz­
ardous waste spills or leaking underground storage tanks on the site. Remedial action to remove 
and properly dispose of any hazardcus waste found on the site will occur. Most of the existing 
buildings on the site contain asbestos. A potential public health hazard would result during 
demolition, when asbestos •Tcers could become air-home. Tlie project would be required to 
comply with the Federal Clean Air Act to protect the public from exposure to asbestos. 

A groundwater plume that has been contaminated with hydrocarbons is 1/3 mile (estimated) and 
dcwngradient of the Navy Broadway Complex. Groundwater quality testing at the site found no 
evidence of contaminatic-n. Although unliksly, temporHry groundwater dewatering during 
subsurface construction could draw the plume toward the site. A National Pollutant Discharge 
SliminaHcn System Permit covering the discharge of construction dewaterins eizluent was issued 
by the Regional Water Quality Control Board. The developer will apply for authorization to 
discharge under authority of that permit. 

Tne 4GC-fcoS-Mgh building on Block 1 would exceed ncn-operationai imaginary height surfaces, 
out based on a Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) determination, would not result in a 
hazard to air navigaticm Buildings on the easterly areas of Blocks 1, 2, and 3 would be obstruc­
tion lighted, per FAA standards. 
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SECTION 1 • 

INTRODUCTION 

On April 13, 1990 the Department of the Navy and the City of San Diego distributed to public 
agencies and the general public the draft environmental impact statement (DEIS) and the draft 

California. In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), a 45-day public review period for the documents was 
provided, and it ended June 4, 1990. A number of written comments were received. In addition, 
a public hearing was held in San Diego on May 16, 1990 to receive oral comments. 

All comments on the DEIS and the DEIR, and the responses thereto, are presented in this 
document. Section 2 provides all the comments on the documents, and Section 3 presents 
responses to significant environmental points raised in the comments. A number and letter (eg., 
"B-3") is placed adjacent to each comment in Section 2. Each comment is keyed to a response 
in Section 3 using this notation. 

This document, together with the DEIS, constitutes the final SIS (FSIS). Where a comment 
results in a change in the EIS text, a notation is made in the comment indicating that th , i J . W C.1-.JWL 

hereby revised. The final EIR (FEIR), prepared in accordance with CEQA., is being circulated 
to the public by the City of San Diego simultaneously with this document. The final EIR. 
incorporates bv reference this document. 
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SECTION 2 

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

LIST OF COMMENTATORS 

i 

All comments on the DEIS are listed below with the letter designation assigned for cross-
referencing purposes. This list represents all comments received as of June 4,1990. The verbatim 
comment letters and a verbatim transcript of the public hearing are presented in Section 2.2. 

2.1.1 WRITTEN COMMENTS 

A. Robert S. Joe, United States Department of Army, Corps of Engineers, May 22,1990 

3 . Kenneth W. Holt, M.S.E.FI, United States Department of Health and Human Services, 

May 24, 1990 

C. Montague D. Griffin, May 25, 1990 

D. Don L. Nay, Port of San Diego, May 31, 1990 

E. James T. Cheshire, State of California, Department of Transportation, June 1, 1990 

F. Michael J. Stepner, City Of San Diego, City Architect, May 31, 1990 

G. Craig Adams, June 3, 1990 

Dwight E. Sanders, State of California, State Lands Commission, June 4, 1990 

!. Harry E. Wilson, June 1, 1990 

J. Norman W. Hickey, County of San Diego Chief Administrative Office, June 1, 1990 

K. Frederick M. Marks, Citizens Coordinate for Century 3, June 4, 1990 

L. Robert P. Martinez, State of California, Office of Planning and Research, June 4,1990 

M. Gordon F. Snow, Ph.D., State of California Resources Agency, June 4, 1990 

N. Dennis J. O'Bryant, State of California, Department of Conservation, May 24, 1590 

O. Peter M. Douglas, California Coastal Commission, June 8, 1990 

?. Max Schmidt Centre Citv Development Corporation June 13 1990 

Q. Deanna M. Wieman, United States Environmental Protection Agency, June 15, 1990 

2.1.2 ORAL COMMENTS RECEIVED AT MAY IS, 1990 PUBLIC HEARING 

LA Colleen Cronin, National Safety Associates 

} 
•r-us. Don Wood, C-3 and the Bayfront Coalition 

2-1 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
?o. sos int 

•.OS aHCELSK. CAL^IRMUi WtOiZ-ZSZi 

Hay 23, 1990 uuuOi 

Office of the Chiaf 
Snvirorjasn'tal Rasourcas Branch 

2€r. L.D. MiskD 
D i r e c t o r of Planning 
Naval F a c i l i t i e s Engineer ing Coaaiand Detachssnt 
Broadway Complex 
555 Wast Beech S t r e e t ? S u i t e 10i 
Sa.n Diego? C a l i f o r n i a 52101-1337 

Dear Hr* Miska; 

Wa have rsviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statament 
frcn your office, and the Draft Environmental Impact Report,from 
the City of San Diego fsr the Navy Broadway Complex Project, as 
requested in a letter from your office, dated April 13, 1990. 

work in vaters of the United States might require a permit 
under Seerion 4 04 of 'the Clean Water Act or Section 10 of the 
Rivers and Harbors Act, Please give our Regulatory Branch 
documentation that clearly describes the arsa and extent of any 
proposed work in watercourses and adjacent wetlands to help us 
make that determination. 

| P i " i 

If the proposed project involves any Federal assistance 
through funding cr permits,, compliance with Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended (16 U.S.C. 
470f) and implemenring regulations, 36 CFR 800,, will be required 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment en this 
document. 

Sincerely, 

5, J oe 
'Chief, Planning f ̂  '* -kw ™,«.iA 
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTi, * HUMAN SERVICES 

oooooo ;̂ 

Public Health Servica 

Canisrs for Oisaasa Control 
Atlanta GA 3G333 

May 24, 1390 

Officer in Charge 
Western Division Naval Facilities Engineering 

Command Detachment 
Broadway Complex 
555 West Beech Street, Suite 101 
San Diego, California 52X01-2937 

Dear Sirs 

We have completed our review of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS) for the Navy Broadway Complex Project, San 
Diego, California. We are responding on behalf of the U.S. 
Public Health Service, 

• 

We note that existing onsite contaminates, particularly asbestos 
nd ?C3, s, have been investigated and does not pose imminent 

health threats. • If any demolition occurs, the Navy will use 
sccestable practices in comwliancs with the Clean Air Act, 2nd 
other Federal and State requirements to minimise notential 
exposures, Also, we note that several areas with questionable 
contamination will require further investigation, and remedial 
action to remove.and properly dispose of any hazardous waste 
found onsita will cccur to ensure protection of public health,. 
We believe this DEIS has adequately addrassed potential adverse 
impacts and appropriate mitigative measures, and we do not 
anticipate any significant public health impacts from the 
proposed action. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review this DEIS. Pleass ensure 
that we are included on your mailing list to receive the Final 
ZIS for this project and future DEIS's developed under the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), 

S-1 

•aincersiv vours, 
s /s -^ 

sit, M.S.S.H, -• 
Environmental Health Sci*̂ *̂ "' ~t 
Canter for Environmental Haalth 

and Iniury Control 
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MONTAGUS D, GHIHTK 
203h UPAS STREET 
SAN DIZGO CA 9210k 
HAT 25 , 1990 

CCKH2STS CN THE DRAFT ENVISDtKSNTAL r^PAC? STATHH'ENTs 
NA'/T aKDATWAI COL-LEX PSDJECTj BAU DIECO, CALIFORNIA 

I J General ConHients 

Nona of the seven A l t e r n a t i v a s b a s t asrvsa the pub l i c i n t s r s s t of tka c i t i s a n s 

of San Diagoo All have s u b s t a n t i a l i i a b i l i t i s a j i n c l u d i n g i n c r e a s e d ircpacts on 

f i r s and p a l i c s p r o t e c t i o n , t r a f f i c , c i r c u l a t i o n and parkings s c h o o l s , r e s r e a t i o n j 

a i r q u a l i t y , viawscapes and a e s t h e t i c s , ana the Sayfront overa l l . . Al l ara ^rowth-

i n d u c i n g . 

Granted the v a l i d i t y of the CNG's d - t a r rdna t ion iba t the Havy r e q u i r e s one a i i l l i o : : 

squs ra f ae t of Kavy o f f i c s spacs j t h e n e s t a p p r o p r i a t e a l t e r n a t i v e i s for the Navy 

t o follow tha Mi l i t a ry Cons t ruc t i on Appropr ia t ion p r o c e s s , j u s t i f y the development 

^cal-^ and costs to Congress , and fund the c o n s t r u c t i o n fro* " s d e r a l funds, c o n s t r u c t 

the approved pro jec t wholly on -locic 23 and l ease t h e o the r t h r e e blocks of t h e s i t e 

t o the City of .San Diego fo r purposes of Jayfrbnt park and open space . Only t h i s 

approach w i l l t n l y minimise the development impacts and naximiza the pu:: l is o e n e f i t , 

rhe D'SIH does no* address the economic r i sk of the prco.esr.d p u b l i c - p r i v a t e 

dsvs lcoissnt vernurs c r o c a s s , Devslosing more n:3,j or h o t e l s oovnt cvn i s a risi-ry 

bus iness» There i s no gua ran tee of success . The e n t i r e p r o j e c t as proposed i s based 

upon t h r e e tenuous hypo theses i (1) t h a t p r i v a t e devslopnent uan oe undertaker, w i t h i n 

t h e Navy^s required time frame j {2} t h a t the p r i v a t e p o r t i o n of the p rb jec t w i l l 

be f i n a n c i a l l y v i ab l e , and (3 ) t h a t the u l t ima te ^cs t tc taxpayers v i l l oe l a s s . 

There i s a s u b s t a n t i a l p r o b a b i l i t y tha t the p ro j ec t %rill oas t ths t ^ a y e r s r . c re , 

not l e s ^ ; ss a r e s u l t of t h s Mavy's approach. 
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3HCADtfAX GCMPLEI 

Given t h e oppor tun i ty , I be l i eve most San Die iar.s would p r e f e r t o sea a c l e a n - c u t , 

o u t - i n - t h e - o p e n f inancing for a p ro j ec t c o n s i s t i n g of -exactly what the i/avy r e q u i r e s ; 

fo r i t s a d m i n i s t r a t i v e f a c i l i t y on the Bayfront, nc l e s s and no mere, and ded i ca t e 

the remainder of i t s f ron tage for the publ ic gooda 

2 3 S p e c i f i c Comments 

( a ) Page 1-3, P a r a . 1 ,2-1 

Only an a l t e r n a t i v e such as t h a t su^geated ir . para.-^raph l a above would provide 

s i ^ n i r i c a n t dovntsyn Bayfront open space, a c c e s s , and view cor r idors , . 

(b} . ?age 1-12, A l t e r n a t i v e £ 

A l t e r n a t i v e E i s f a t a l l y marred by i t s e x o r b i t a n t u s e , o f the e n t i r e s i t s , Xt i s 

an i l l - c o n c e i v e d nnd i n a p p r o p r i a t e iasslaaientation of t h s c o r r e c t concept for the 

( c ) -ua.;e 1 - 1 2 / A l t e r n a t i v e ? 

A l t e r n a t i v e F i s a d i s t e n t second choice for the p r o j e c t , but c e r t a i n l y ; on 

balance,, p r e fe rab le to A l t e r n a t i v e A because of t h s g r e a t e r p o t e n t i a l for a 

f co t -o f -o roadvay park-

(d) *r,.;» ii.-7U et s e q . , Pa ra , h.^ Aes the t ics and Vievshecs 

Viewed from any a soec t , the p re fe r red A l t e r n a t i v e A and s e v e r a l of the o the r s 

a re s e r i o u s l y d e t r i m e n t a l to bayfront a e s t h e t i c s -

( e ) Page U - l i l 7 E f fec t s of Shadows 

10 am and Z cm shadovgrsais do not with ary r ea l i s r . p o r t r a y the ex t raord inary 

e f f e c t s of sun l igh t blockage by h ighr i sa b u i l d i n g s . One :an only lau^h at the 

unwarranted and unsupported s ta tements v i t h i n the l a s t paragraph of page U-11U3 

( f ) Page U-122, Table U9Ji-3 

S W i a w of the se r ious e f f o r t s to reduce water usage , tha d a i l y consumptive water 

use d a t a should oe ra^rlred downward* j 

O 
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SROADWAY ca:-i?L£:c 

I V 

(g) Page k-lZo, Para. L.h.7 

This section should idantif^r far ths proposed project any on-s i t s toxic and 

hazardous materials usage and storage• 

(h) Page U-UJi, Geology and Seismicity 

The DEIR does not provide an adequate discussion sf s i t e geology, seisffiicitj' 

i den t i f i ca t ion of the fracture acnes or l i q u i f i c a t i c n p o t e n t i a l . COTS sample da; 

(hk feet) appears inadequate. Discussion of mit igat ions appear to be absent, 

( i ) Pa.̂ e l : - l ; l , i i iological Resources 

While i t i s possible that, the very l imited "discussion of b io log ics l resources 

adequately describes tha po ten t i a l impacts to the b io log ica l resources of the 

!iayfront, there i s a consnicucua absence of any pos i t ive contr ibution by the 

project to erhaacsaent of ths ecological (especia l ly avian) «rrlrorr.ent* 

(J) Pa^e li-13ii, Keteorolog;'' 

Wind rose and mean spssd s t a t i s t i c s are r:ot an adequate oasis upon vnich to 

evaluate building prof i l s s and or ien ta t ions , or glass exposure, Wind speed 

d i s t r i b u t i o n functions should oe given as a function of building heights, 

(k) Page 7-1, Para. 7,33 Aesthetics and Viewsheds 

This paragraph seriously misstates tha consequences of tha proposed project . 

C-

c t h C-12 

C=15 
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3HOAIMAI CGHPin 

3o Tysograohieal Errors 

(a) ?ags 1A-1IA2 

Within ths f i r s t • i tbullst , ,
J second ssntaacsj replace *P* by ftG 

(b) Page U-203 

Within ths legend*, -the page citations ars missing. 

nnif 

^ e / 1 3 J II 
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OFFICE OF TWl 

?oaT orascrcR 
iUUi^CKi 

and Lindbergh Fieid Air Terminal 

(619) l^.-yXX) ' P.O. 3oa 432, San Dieeo, California 92n2 

Hay 3: » tf of W 

Officer in Charge 
Western Oivisicn Naval Pacilities Engineering 

Command Detachment, Broadway Complex 
555 West Seech Street, Suite 101 
San Diegc, CA 32101-2937 

Subject: Navy Broadway Complex Project EIS/EIR 

Dear Sir: 

Our review of this document has prompted the Identification cf areas 
where It Is felt that there Is ' *' ' 
provided. These matters dea^ ***•*•f 

a deficiency In the Information 
{1} the ability of the project 

" er 

and (4) a continuation of a serious deficit In the provision of on-site 
parking facilities. 

The project should be evaluated so the* It would stand on its own 
merits rather than to continue the efforts to use adjacent properties 
not owned or controlled by ths Navy to add amenities. The District 
retalns piann1ng juri sd1ctlon for 1 ts area, and has not assumed 

street closures, a 
for the museum o 
Identified In the EIS, 

and new street systems. Public subsidies necessary 
perations proposed In the project should also be 

Ths Navy's plan proposes % 400 foot tall building which Is a 100 foot 
encroachment Into the aircraft flight path at the foot *of Broadway, 
The EIS should. dissiiss the cumulative Impacts cf flight path height 
clearance encroachments by Individual buildings In this area. 

The closure of Srcad^ay to dlract vehicular traffic will curtail access 
frcm downtown ts Harbor Drive and the adjacent shoreline* In the arsa 
between Ash Street and Market* which consists of a six block length. 

D-S 

! D 
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Officer In Charge 
Western.Division Naval Facilities Engineering 

Ccirenand Detachments Broadway Complex 
May 31, 1990 
Page 2 

0000004 

• 

Broadway Is the only street at present which links downtown to the 
shoreline.- The District's current planning policies encourage 
retention of Broadway as well as a new street to serve 3 Street Pier 
which would run across Port properties on an alignment close to S 
Street extended. The streets proposed by the Navy's plan for C Street 
and the linkage from C to Broadway are not consistent with o u r planned 
development. The Navy's Illustration also shews C Street severing Port 
property 1n a way which would cause a diminution 1n value. The EIS 
should net assume that C Street and its proposed link to Broadway will 
be built, and under those circumstances j, draw conclusions as to tha 
impact of traffic on ths intersections In the area. 

All of the Navy's proposed development alternatives contain severe 
deficiencies in on-site parking supply. Since the proposals only 
provide from 50 tc SS percent of the total on-site parking demand, an 
jnusually heavy reliance is placed ypen transportation demand 
anagement techniques and en adjacent areas to fully meet the parking 
demand generated by the proposed development. The Navy appears to be 
providing only about 21 percent of Its total on-site parking demands, 
which has placed undue competition for available parking spaces in the 
surrounding streets, adjacent parking areas, and In those areas 
allocated for commercial activities at S Street Mole, Seaport Vii laces, 
and Lane Field, In the future, It 1s not anticipated that these areas 
will be available to meet the parking demand of Navy property 
development. The project tends to continue the adverse impact of 
inadequate parking facilities on Navy property, both at the proposed 
Broadway"Complex development and at tha Engineering Facilities Command 
en Pacific Hiahwav. 

1 

Corrections to ths contents of the EIS are suggested. On page 3-6, 
tha report states, ",..provision of open space outside cf the project 
boundaries is not part cf this project...," yet numerous illustrations 
show a dependent interface with a proposed open space area outside ths 
project (Figures 3-4, 3-5„ 3-5., j-5s 3-14, and 4-4). The referenced 
maps should be corrected tc reflect the current status of the adjacent 
area as shown In Figures 3-10. 3-1!, 3-12> and 3-15, On page.4-11, 
the illustration of pedestrian oriented streets, walkways, and slaias, 
should be corrected to show the planning policies of the Port Master 
Plan if this document {the EIS) Insists on covering those areas outside 
of the jurisdiction cf the military. As presented, the representation 
seems to Imolv official sanction where none exists. 

D-5 

The discussion on page 4-20 dealing with B^«-t planning 
jurisdiction and review by the California Coastal Commission should u~t 
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Officer In Charge 
Western Oivisicn Naval Facilities Engineering 

Command Detachment, Broadway Complex 
May 31, 1990 
Paqe 3 

be revised. The California Coastal Commission would only review 3 
project already Identified In the Port Master Plan If It falls within 
the definition of an appealable develcoment In ths California Coastal 
Act. If a development is determined net to be consistent with the Fort 
Master Plan, then the project could net proceed or a si an amendment 
would ba filed for review and certification bv the California Coastal 
Conamssicn. 

D-7 

•ery t ruly yours =, 

JH 1= NAY 
Port Director 

DLN:jr 
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S ^ m OF CALlfCRSIA-BUSiaESS, TaAH£?CaTATICa AMD SiCUSiaG AGZUCT SSCaSa DEUCffiJIAM, Savsmof 

D£PA£rW£Mr OF TSANSFORWON 
DISTSICT 11, P.O. 3CS 356aS, SAa SISGC 93'3£-5426 0000005 

June 1, 1250 

ll-SD-005 
(SD-Csr-Urs City) 

Officer in Charge 
Western Division 
Naval Facilities Engineering Ccmmarid Detachasnt 
Broadway Complex 
555 W. Beech Street, Suits 101 
San Diege; CA 92101-2337 

Attention L. D, 

Dear Mr. Misko; 

LISJCO, Dirsctor of Planning 

DEIS/DEI?, for the Navy Broadway 
Complex ?roi-ect. Sa.n Diego, CA 

Caltrans District 11 comments are as followst 

Page 4-47= These highway iEproveaents have not been prograataed 
by Caltrans- Page 4-73 indicates that they are based on 1936 
5AHDAG information. 

The Navy and the City of San Diego should provide financing for a 
southbound direct connection from Interstate Route 5 to Pacific 

That mitigation wculd help Ho provide additional capac-
the increased traffic in the Centre city'area. 

hignway 
itv for 

Our "contact person for Interstats 3 is Jim Linthicun, Projact 
Manager, project Studies Branch "3", (519) 237-5952. For infor­
mation on Transportation Demand ianagensnt (TD2i) strategies 
contact Manuel Demstrs, Chisf, Regional Ridesharing Branch, (619) 
237-POOL. 

E-2 

• S i n c e r e l y . 

JESUS H. GARCIA 
D i s t r i c t D i r e c t o r 

3y 

• 

y<%7, 
JAMES T r'r* i a • 

E n v i r o n m e n t a l P l a n n i n g Branch 

MO:e< 
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THS CITY OF 

525 "8" STREET » SUITE 2002 * SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 93201 - 44U 

PLANNING 
DEPARTMENT 

OFFICE QF THE 
CITY AfiCHlTSCT 

5CC-45C0 

Hay 51, 1990 

«r . L. D, Misko 
Director of Planning 
c/c Cfficsr in Charge 
Broadway Complex 
555 w, Beech Street , Suite 101 
San Diego, CA 92101-2937 

Subject; Broadway Coaplsx Draft EIR/EIS 

Dear Mr, Misko: 

levs. 

This is in rsspcnss to your rscuest for writtan cozasents en the 
above refsrencsd document. As you are aware , the City Architect7 s 
Office has been included in negotiations which will culaiinate in a 

pment agreement between the U.S. Navy and the City cf San 
for development of this sixteen-acre site0 We are also 
that the City of San Diego is the lead agency on this 
S. Because cf our role in the development agreement and our 
sibility to relate .to projects of this magnitude from both a 
ng and urban design perspective, we felt it appropriate tc 
d these cemments for ycur consideration. 

Dis-co 
awa r e 
EIR/EI 
resoon 
olanni 
f o rwa r 

As part of this development agreement process, tha City Archit 
has provided considerable input into ths evolution of the 
preferred alternative for this project (Alternative A ) , In 
addition, ths Broadway Complex Coordinating Ccmmittse (BCCG) a 
the Centre City Planning Coaaittse (CCPC) have provided 
considerable direction to the Navy for development of this sit 
and others on the Central Bavfront. 

set 

nc 

'his direction • n -a pij SJ "W"*.? ' throuohout 
Alternative A of those planning objectives recoamended as part o: 
both the BCCG and CCPC recommendations, Altsrnatives 3-? niav 
achieve seme laval of conformance with these recoaanandatisns? 
because they may vary in some way from both Alternative A and 
other, none of these alternatives achieves tha same consistsne 

but , 
sacn 
V 

iiV-S o - ; o b j e c t i v e s of these si ;ai*v 

2-1; 
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Mr. L. 0, Hi; 
May 31, 1990 
Paga 2 

Two areas which ws feel warrant further clarification are^ 1) ths 
expressed need in Alternative A for 300 above-grade parking spaces 
(depicted as 300 spacas in a five to six floor, 300,000 SF 
encapsulated above-grade structure), and 2) the mitigation of 
regional air quality degradation as a result of the proposed 

F..9 

increase in vehicle traffic in tha area 
oroject. 

o t 

In the case of the above-grade parking, the stated objective of 
both the BCCG and CCPC plans is to restrict above-grade parking 
facilities throughout Centre City and ? in particular, the Central 
Bayfront, We feel that this- alternative should be developed 
further, either eliminating some of these spaces, undergrounding 
them, or positioning them in other underground facilities spread 
throughout ths sixteen-acre 3ite 0 

r - i 

i i t ica t ion or recrional air imoacts recuires a acre aiusive 
1 

remedy and may ultimately result in a provision or requirement for 
alternative modes 'Of transportation rather than reliance on 
providing the amount of proposed on-site parking. 

In summary, we find the proposals in Alternative A to be in 
substantial conformance with both 
City Planning, Tha two (2) items 
in both their imaact on the urban 

!^4 

ixisting and proposed Centra 
'eferenced above are significant 
:orm of the city and the 

regxon's ai 
cesocnses t: 

quality, and should be evaluated in subsequent 
comments on the EIR/EIS, 

F-5 

Questions regarding this letter should be addressed to 
Lawrence C, Monserrate, Principal. Planner (519-533-4515) 

Sincsrel v^ 

na 4 uri \ cvc 

Ernest W, Hahn, Chairman, CCPC 
Pern Hamilton, Executive Vice President, CCDC 
Ann His, Develcoment and Environmental planni 
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125 Arbor Drr^e. San Diego. CA 32103—613/293-3649 

Jura 3.1990 
U u 4 p p 4 

Cfficsr in CTisrga 
Western Divfeicn Havai Facility Englraa-lngCcmmand Detachment 

555 W^i Sessn Street. Sutts \01 
San Dte.Cailfornta 92101-2957 Jia « 4 ^a fJi JS0 

tubjs:!: Ccmrnsnts On the Draft Lwlronmenkai Impsct Statament (EIS), Umy BPsatway^fflBSas-Prsjaet, 
San Otsgc. California 

Attenticn: Of'tcsr in Charge 

The following review a^nm^ts are offered io assist the United Stats S-fevy in its planning and Shbsraticn 
mn&rf\\nq its future pisns for ths Sredwra/ Ccmpte sits n̂ San D t a 2nd 'is aid pubite officials, sucft as iRemdsrs 
of the San Die?; City Ccuncii, who will reprasnt the cittsens of this c&nrnunft/ in negotiations ccncerning this 
matter. 

The a.*thcr of these ccmments has civsaly foiiowaj (teveiopments relating to Centre City planning in San Diego over 
the last yssr end ore-half - incsudin§ attendancs dyring this period of neariy ail tha meeting of the Srcadway 
Ccmplax Cccnsiraticn f3rsup and ths Cantrs City ?banning Ccramrttss. Ths eutftcr hss training in planning, a 
rn^iers ^ r ^ in Metropolitan Studies from Syracuse University plus an HBA from ths University cf Wisconsin 
2nd orcfsssionei planning sxpsrlenoe © ths Deputy Dirater ard Diratcr of ths Wisconsin Stats Planning and 
Energy Off tcs. Thesa cemenents are offered m iny cwn behalf s an intarestsd citizen && fe net represent any 
cr^nlssd group. 

The rsmartcs a ^ prssentel in three actions: 15 summary of commenls; 2) aleferstiGn cf csmmsnts en mater 
pcints; end 3) more technical ccmments concsming spsciflc sections of the EIR. To simpiify mattsrs, a^cspt 
where there sn referents to specific alternatives, such ss Alternative F, ail the rsmsrks ara dira:!^ to ths EiR's 
treatment cf Alternative A, ths Navys preferred alternative. 

Although these rainments ra i ^ scms conrarns about the amp lateness cf ths E!R ansSysis in specific respects, the 
Navy should be commanded for the gsnsrai breadth of sxps 2nd thoroughness of the EIR. Of special note is the 
provision of the pairad photographs g-nd visual simulatlcns which esp&t psnsrsmtc views of the prcpt^^ sits 
cfeveiopment and the surrounding ar^s. This material should prevs very helpful to dsjisicr, m2k.sr3 in svaiuating 
the ssstnatics §nd visvrsh^. Ths UP. is well argan&ed and provides § gsnersiiy a^p r ^ r ^ ! ve zr£ olsar b^!s u r 
public di^jsslcn .are pub! 1c official action. Ths fcllcwlng ccmments sra intsnd^ 'to enhance \is compistenass and 
ussfuihsse. 

:UrihAAr COilhENTS 

1) Ths yncferr/ing polity Issue involve the apprcprfatar^a of applyinQ the "co-teaticn' concept, whareby 
a new Navy offi© fal i i ty would be developed at m~ cr l o w - ^ t to ths ̂ %r%\ izzp&^n W revenue 
csined from private dsvslcpment on the sits, ^ecsiise tha Draft £33 sevsrBly limits its discussion of 
aitsTtstlv^ that cfc not mstlmtze lha x-lotit lcn objective, it Is difficult fcr cttlsns ar^ policy mafcsr? • 
^ass tha raietive advante^s - cr dlactyaiiaga - of tfts cc-lastlcn spprsach. 

2-14 
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5age 2 - Comments on Boradway Complex E3R 
By Crtag Adams 

2) The alternative, which sxplcras potential reuse sf ths site under a traditienai funding approach, should as 
refined - or 3n additional alternative developed which can test the relative benefits end costs of a raducsS 
snphasis on the no-tocpayeT'Cst, oo- iccation appr^ch. Ths conslructicn of an alternative which 
smphsijes surface parking ^ ^ net present a raasensbie asnperisai 

G-2 

T I Depending on interpretation, there srs a numbar cf insiencas where tha rscomfr.sndsd prcjsot alternative 
might be in conflict with planning policies sstabiishad ^y ths Sta^ and the City. Specifically, these inciisds 
ihe City'a policy supporting a soncsjitratsd office and «x^m^ciai sore and stepped imsrssty and scale ef 
tteveiopment toward the watsrfrcnt and the Slate's mer^^msnt of ti&tards which strasss the u s of this 
sare resource fcr diractly cji^n-related uss. in ssne c^ss tha £13 over locks these issues; in others i i 
supplies its crwn anciusiens basaj on limited tschnical infermatien which & net sldrsss the range of 
trade-offs ar axne key arses of policy judgemsnt 

The EiS dc^ not highlight the fact that office devsiepment lorated Mteraiiy on the waterfront ts a breefc 
with previous planning poticiea in San Diego. Undar present Slate and City policies it is not likely thet 
high-rise, general flommercia? offlos could Da developed in the tldssends ares, except ss ths jurisdictions 
of these two entities are superosded by fasral authority. Policy maters should nave mors information 
than is presented on the implications of this type of development for other srsss of the core and with 
respect to the utiitzaticn cf a very scsre resource — watsrfrcnt land. 

Previous transportation studies have ccnciudec there was the potantisi fcr signtfleant congestion on Centra 
City freeways and freeway ramps as the result of planned development in the Centra City. The Sroadwgy 
Comp lex Proiect would increass the previously a n a i y ^ development level. However the EiS dess net 
systematically address potential Impacts on ths freeway and freeway ramp system. 

•us--J 

AREAS OF CONCERN REGARDING THE EiS 

Trgfltmsnt of the Co-!fT3UoD_Csri%Di The under lying public policy issue facing Doth federal and loca} cscisicn 
masers concerning the Srcadway Complex facility Involves the Navy's prepc^i io offset the cost cf deveiepmsnt of 
a new Ssn Di^o Regional Administrative Office by means of a ground iesss and private development en a large 
proportion cf the present Navy sits. Ths propsed sHccaticn apprcach involves potential trsS-offs fcstwesn ths 
ixst ^ v l n ^ to the nation's general taxpayer and potential benefits that might be gained by alternative uses fcr the 
Srcedws/ Complex site other than th©e nsrassary to acccmolish Ihe nc-ss* ccj^tlve fcr new Mavy cfflcs 
dsvelopment. These types cf trade-offs are not discussal nor, as argued in the following point, is adequate 
informaticn prcvidsl sbcut altarnativss tc weigh ihese censideratiens. 

The need for, priority of and location for a new ^avy rsgicnal office faci 1 Ity is best addrassad by wai^ i r^ ";hs 
p r o p e l proj^t a^inst others In tha astadilahed Defense Department .and fengrassicnal budeatary proossa. 
Focusing on the scst-tc-taxpev^r rscuctlcns mafe ptsstbla bscsuss of the fortuitous location of the present facility 

that rtas become valuable property is a questionable resource allccaticn and canmitment prctsdure. 

A ^ u ^ ^ / of Alternatives To appropriately ^sess the co-lixsticn option, there should be a b ^ of ranparlaffi 
a^lnst an alternstive apprcach - in this ^22, development of 3 Navy office facility under traditicrsl autrortsatlcn 

!>»1 
; J ' 
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Page 3 - Comments en Soradwsy Complex EIR 
By Crtag Adams 

f i rQl 

and apprsprieticn prccsaires aid ths reus, under estsbiishej proosdur**, of the pcrticra of the site net nsedsS for 
the office facility. ->-

especially urerastive artd dses not rsfltsrl sllerrretive benefits which would &a pessifale with traditicnel 
ds'/eiopment cf a new Navy offira facility. The impiicaticn that the only alternative u^ fcr much of tha sits - if a 
new Wavy offics ^ere ^veicpsd from tradllicnei fur-ding ssurs^ - ^ouid b2 for surfss parking is either 
unimegtnatlve or less than straigfttferwant 

As an ssampis of the type of alternative that would be possible, I would direct the Navy's and ether interested 
partis' attenticn to the feign concept which wgs deveicpsd by an grchitactural team heerisd by Rob Quigiey in a 
design ccmpetlticn fcr the G Street Mole which immediately $$oim the Broadway Complex prcperty. Qutgiey's 5 
5tr^ t Mcie Emî rcacero orcpesai inciucsd a mix cf uss sms ser/ing the commercisi fishing industr/, an urban 
amphitheater plus community and visitor facilities, including an aquarium, information center, fishing museum, 
thatsr and retail activities. 

_j 

In affect, the Navy is indicating that -mucn of the present Navy Sroacway Complex facility is surplus io its direct 
mission nses. This perspective is especially Interesting in light of the fact that the Broadway Complec properties 
have been descsd to the F*dera! Government by ths City of San Diego - presumable for use in the direct exeroiss of 
faderai goyernment activities. 

There are well esiabiishedprocadurssfcr ths disposal cf surplus fsisra! proparty. TheEiSdasnote^ncwieise 
this option ncr does it idsntity ihe types of reuse, and the escciatec benefits, ocssible under such a scenario— 
spaificaily the potential for lower-scale and lower-density dsvelopment immediately edjacsnt to the Say and the 
polsntiai fcr a larger cammitmenf to public open space, in ecditicn, ths options do net explore the trace-effs that 
might be pcssitle by partial û s cf the co-ixaticn csncspt lo onset a pcrtion of the ccst cf a new Navy effics 
feci 1 ity. It may be up to icoa! cammunity interests to fcrmulats this type of altemstiv» 

PLAHNiNG and LAND USE CONSi-STENCY 

Until theBrcsiway Complex feveiopment was p rope l by tha Havy, there was little forma! local planning 
censicaration of the propraei site - apparently the various local planning entities assumed the proosrty would 
continua in direct Navy u^ fcr maritims-rslatKi acttvities. Neither the Port's Embarcadarc Plan nor the present 
Cantrs City Community 9ian (adopted in 197S) assess this arsa of the waterfront Sn terms of desire uses. Ths 
recommendations of the Srcadway Campla;< Cccrdlnetlng Committss, which diretly csrssldsrsj tha $r%m&/ 
Complex proposal, ars at this st^a advlscry; they have not re ived public aisussicn cutsidajthe Centre CJty 
Planning C^n^mitt̂ a p n x ^ r?cr xrsifer^ticn srs cctic î by alzzi'sti officiaia. 

Hcw«ver; the ccm^unity has Kperiencsd astsnslvs puc^c df^i^sicn srd dŝ ate ccncsntlng lbs nature, 
P^ticula-ty tha acsia, of uaveiepment in ths immadists vicinity cf tha watarfroit - ^scasiaiiy ^uth of ri^bcr — 
Drive with strong Encsrns s^pras^d that a "wsiiing-sff sf the Sey" hes scsyrr^l Ths primary issues hevs 
involve ths sdetjussy of public open ^ ^ s slsng tha Say; tha ampetibUity of nearby high-rlsa .^viicpm^t wit l 
put] ic STB^ slcf^ ths water; and psv/sical and visual sô ess to tfte Bay, The £1S tn^m nc acfcncwleipment of t h ^ 

f* i 2°Zi 
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Page 4 - Ccmments on Bcradway Complex EIR 
By Criag A( 

conflicts and deSet̂ . Also, bscayse cf 'the Mmitsd nature of tha alternatives that ara sxomined (dis^sssS in 
"Adequacy of Alternatives'' abcve), thers is no detailed evaiusticn cf the urajsr lying potential conflicts and trafe 
offs. 

G-

J 

^5 indicated in the £15, the Draft Centre City Community Plan highlights that the waterfrcnt \s to "ar/e as Us 
(tiie City's) major open space, its pa^k and Its pisyground1' While.the £!S clearly establishes the Improvements 
that will be made in pedestrian s^ess through tc the Say when ccmpsrad to the existing Navy facility, it dees net 
address 'the impacts en pafest̂ lan uses aicng ths waterfront nor d ^ it iitentity what mere extensive public-
oriented u«s might ba mads of ths portions of ths property net directly nseded fcr Nevy administrative offices. 
P isrrs fcr ths Centre City have strssed the objective cf 2 ''conrantnrtad urban sorg" of offics and jsmmercial 
activities. The preferred Sroedws/ Complex prop^ i will further extend 'the limits of the office district which is 
new expending westward along Srosjwsy. Ths important point Is that this watarfront-ralated offics dsvelopment 
hes-implications for other ar^s in ths Centra City. The EiS should address the Hfealihocd that ths fevorsdSaysids 
location cf the propesd cemmercjai offics dsvsicpments on the Broadway Complex site will be at the expense cf 
originally defined cere area — and that this wssksning cf the offics are will impact on commercial radeveiopmsnt 
potentials, especially in the Cere and Centre City East 

T h ^ ^ f t Centra City Plan also supports the cencapt of 'stepped intensity and sals' of development While there 
ara varying interpretstions of what this concept msans and how It should bs applied - particularly whether it 
should extend to the water In all direction from the existing core cr cnty to the north and to the scuth from a 
Srcaoway "spine" - its signiflcancs should be acfcncwledced and the pcssible impacts cf the proposed Broadway 
Complex development avaluatsd. One thing is clear. The "stepped intensity and scale11 concept, as it has been 
discussed, was not forwarded as a project-level design concept; it was intended to provide guidance to the csnsral 
urban form of ths Centre City, extending over the ares cf many b'ecics. 

J ! - S 
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Waterfront Commercial Office Devglopment 

Prior tc the Navy prcposl for cc-location development of the oreadw^1 Complex, there are no'indications in 
history of planning for San Diego's Centre City ar® that high-rise, private office development was oonsicersd an 
appropriate us an properties directly adjoining the waterfront 

With the axaptlcn of fsdaral property, ocntrsl of the tldalands within ths City of -San Disco Is the raspcnsibliity of 
the 5an Di^o Unified Port District. The Port District wss estabilshsfl in i 552 by the state Lsgisiature wim ihs 
duty tc act as trustee for the people cf California in promoting commerce, nevigaticn, i-scrsatlon and fisheries en 
the state tide and submergsG lands around ins periphery of San Dlsgc Ss/. Undsr Ui SUU ara&Ung ̂ revtsiers, tha 
Port ispronibitK! -rem develcpingoffice uss within the tidaiardsarsa.Kcsptas the*/ mey be dirsetty rslaiad ID 
the ̂ ministnticn 7i Ssy-relatsd activities. 

G-

This stats isglslative restriction is apparently bassj on the ccnclusicn that ths tifelancs ara 1 "oars r^^rts11 

I h u ^ k to be men^- in support of uses dirsrily r^iataa tc tha Bsy. It also impli^ that there is sufficient lend 
avJIWe swsy from the waterfront to accsnmedata '^nera! office dsvelcpmsr.t This conclusion h^ b^n 
snfirmsi by the worx of ths Centre City P lanning Ccmmttise which hes corxiu&d thai, at present and sxpsoad 
jfcscpption rats, there is sufficient land avsilacle in ths sirs araa ts acconmoata office dsvei^msnt for 
"upward of ntnetynine veart". 
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Page 5 - Comments on Boradway Complex EIR 

By Cnag Adams 

fcr csneral offics usa. 

! t ts wcrtny of nets mat a recsni Urban land instnuta report on Centre City -Sen Disgc recammaraBS that ths ̂ avy 
limit Us pr^ence in the prcjet arss to u ^ raajirifio â gss^sliS location. 

£ - 1 : 

Transoortation/Clrcjlation 

Ths i95S CanlreCltv Transportation Action Prccram (CCTAP). prenarsj for the Citv af5an Diem favPRC 
Englnrering, iifentifisJ a s r i ^ of traffic capacity and circulation problems projected for the Centre City area. ' 
Prominent among these prcciems were C3p£:ity deficiencies on ths frsways and fcr svsrai of the frswey ramps 
serving the Centre Ctty. For the ̂ t cf growth-assumptions that in retrospect seam mest realistic, SR-153,1-5 
ncrth cf ths Centre City and SK -94 were projected to be over-capsrtty by about the yssr 2000. Also, capacity 
deficiencies were idsntifi^ fcr a number of frswsy ramps, especially these which most directly ^r.re the 
wetern pertiens of the Centre City including i-S northbound at Elm; SR-163 northbound at £levemh; 1-5 
sajtndound at Fifth and i-5 southbound at First 

The CCTAP report ronoiud^ these daficiencies wculd be particularV hard to ramai/ not just bESus of fiscal 
sores limitations but also uaauss there were underlying physlsl and poiiticai fflrstratnts to aiding fr^way 

fei lowing are ^mmsnts on specific ssctlsns ô  the El W a^^rV ment 

M igtrsA^ijajilPa l -Sccncsrn i t^^nema^f^mof lJKarr*ar^ingwnftttaC,jtyGtS3r<C Ths 
€^rt 

intarpratation, the £lft should 0vs rs^gnitlsf/ ts ths fact that tha rtocrsndum indicates thet It 'Is entsrsd into 
3-18 
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ano freeway ramp copeeity. Sines th^s projectiens wsra ma^, ths planned dsvelopment density for tha Centra 
City are? has increased; ths propessd Srcajwey Complex Svelccmeni would further incrsas development and 
traffic ladings. 

Ths traffic analysis prsparai as part of the Srcadway Complex £!S des not,^dr^s the incramental or cumulative 
Impact of the orojKtcn freeway congestion. Information is prssanted with respect to prcjactsd traffic volume on 
some of the freeway ramps but the romps examined are salectivs and fii net represent these identified as the majcr 
problems in ths CCTAP anary'si*. These potential Impacts dessrve fecusa! tehnicsi attenticn. 

Ths underlying question of whether traffic Is better gggnmcdsitegi (less ne^iiva Impacts) with ci'fice devsiepment j 
in the trscitlcrai x r * area versus the extension of effics development to the west, along Sr^dway is not addressed ' 

J 
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Page 6 - Comments on Bcradway Complex EIR 
By Criag Adams 

f i r ths sile purpose of providing guidelines fcr the planning and preperatlcn of documents including ths propcssd 
dsvelopment agrsement" (July 1, 1967 Memorandum cf Understanding Between the City of San Olego arsj ths U. 5. 
Navy; Resolution Number P.-26S4535 Tha City's formal position relative to the Srosdwey Complex proposal 
should be presented as claarly as pcssibls; ths conditional nature of the City's participation unfer ihe Memtrandum 
should ba highlighted in the EiS. 

3.2 AHernatives (Pg. 3*5 concerning Rssitential Alternative) Ths.epticn of dsvelcping the site fcr housing is 
summarily dlsmisssd. The trade-offs cf 'the potential benefits cf housing devsiepment ^ i n s t thcs cf hotel and 
offics develcpmsnt and the Navy's financial odjectives should be explicitly addrsssad. 

3.2.! Alternative A (Pg 3-6 concerning FAR caicuialicn) The f lex area ratio (FAR) of S.45 fcr the 
preferred alternative is apparently cslcuiated ba^ j en the screags shown on ths Project Blocks illustration, 
Figurs 3-5. This calculation sssms to inciuds tha portion of tha sits wnich is planned to be dedicated for the 
•extension of G street through the redeveloped property. If i l has not already been, the area of the planned 0 Street 
dsdicsticn should be excluded from ths calculation cf the FAR. This procedure is consistent with the apprcacn 
which is now used by the San Diego Planning Department in dealing with "superblccks" and wil l establish 
camcarapilitv with the City's plans fcr tha surrounding area. 

Q-16 
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• 
o.Zo Aiternativs £ (Pg. 5-23 cohesrning a new Wavy office implex funded using traditienai federal budget 

mechenisms) Ths alternative prssented hers Is pertlcuiariy a;nstrain-Si and uninsplrs^. Certainly new Navy 
offics faciiltlK could be aocommcitetsd on the site while permitting uss ether than surfacs parking This propessd 
alternative wculd be clear conflict with City policy which discourages waterfront use cf land for surface parlcing. 
And specifically, why is an new office building cited on Blccic 3 when its location on either Blcclcs 1 or 2 would 
serve 'lo free waterfront acres^ for mere directly watarfront-reiatsd us? 

4.1.1 Lend Use Ccmpatibility (Pg. 4 - \ 2 cencsrning the land use Environmental Consequences of the Proposed 
Alternatives) The discussion nera is limited to "ccmpatibility" of land uses. No discussion is presented of the fact 
that ths commitment of the very sesreg wetsrfropt Igrej U^B to office, hotel and retail development would prsciuds 
its availability fcr other uses. 

4.1.1 Land Use Ccmpatibility (Pg. 4- 12 concerning stepping down). The discussicn highlights ths proposal 
that tha project design wculd provide 3 "step down'5 of buildings to the waterfront within the oroisct .bQUPdartes. !t 
shculo be clear that this "step down" concept, which in ths case of the east-west dimension is within a single bice*, 
13 at a diffsrsnt acsls than the "stepped intensity -snd scale" ccncsct discus^ as cart cf ths Centra City planning 

G-19 

G-2Q 

G-21 

4. ! ,5 City of San Diago Plans and Policies (Pg. 1-29 Concerning -the CCPC Concept Plan) The EiS rsfers to "the 
Cencapt P Ian which was distributed in August, 1933. This &cument has b^r> sucercs&i by the draft Preliminary 
Centre City San Cisgo Community ? Ian, dated February, 1990. it would be appropriate, fcr the £iS lo note that the 

;e City Planning Commit'tee has supported tha Srcadwsy Complsx project as competibls with Its woric In 
JOing a new Csntrs City Ccmmunlty Plan - and to nets that ths wor* of this ^oup is advisory to the Planning 

Commission ar̂ d ths City Council. 

4.2.2 Transpcrtatlon Environmental Ccnsa^jerass sf 'the Prcpcsad Alternatives < Pg. 4-S3 concemlng Long-

a-ia 

G-23 

a=23 



jge 7 - Comments on Bcradway Complex EIR 
By Criag Adams 

Term Rcsdwsy Conoitlons) As indicated esriter, the EiS analysis faiis toaddres the situation of the fr^wsy^s in 
the vicinity of the C3ntr= City and the freeway ramp situations where studio have prsvicuslyiijentifiaj potential ' 
problems. Ths enciusicn en Pg. 4-54 that a( t)raffic prpjscticns at ths four frssway intercftengra I rv ing ths 
Centre City srsa indicate that thsra is adequate capacity lo serve anticipated efemerd under ths long-term scaiario" 
asm inconsistent with ihe ccnciusicns in tha Csntrs Citv Transncrtaticn Action Pr^rggL Tha pn^c«d Broadway 

•"SO 

Ccmplex fevelcpmeni is likely to contribute to tha cumulative Impact of plannsi o f te dsveiepments in the Wst 
&nadway arsa. Past analyses of ths situation prpjoted on the freeways and ths freeway ramps suggists that it 
may not be possible to mUlgals this caigestion. A similar finding may be nscssssry In ths c^a of the Srssdwsy 
Ccmpls^ project 

4.2.2 Transpcrtsticn Environmental Conssqusncs (Pg. 4-60 through 4-64 cencsrning Long Term Parking 
Conditions. The Paridng NeaS Assessment indicates that a substantial portion of parsing needs for the ctevelopment 
is expectsd tc bs met by the application of a Transportation Demand nanagsmsnt (TDM) plan - In the csss cf 
cffics-releted parfcing, 24^ of tins need Is projected to be eecsmmcdEted by a TDM plan. The information that ts 
provided rsgaroing the nature or provisions of ths TDM plan is mersiy a list. Without more sp^ific 
decumentatien, the evaluation reflect a "gesi statement" and cannot bs the b^is for assessing possible Impacts. 
These same concerns about the prosabie effectiveness cf TDM extents to tha discussicn In 4.3.2 Air Quality 
Environmental Consssusncss, Pg. 4-172 which is also bessd on TDM assumptiens. 

4.3.1 Aesthetics and V'iswsh^ - Affected Environment (Pg. 4-74 through 4-111) The£13 gives excsptlcnaiiy 
thcrcugn tr^tmsnt to a number of assthetlc and view consiusrailons. Hcwsvsr, U des not aspiorf ths pctsntlai 
impacts of the project on public views from along the waterfront Embaradero, including from the 0 Street Mcie, 
and from the Bay to the South and immediately to tha West This is an especially important consideration sinca 
plannina policy identifies the wetsrfront as the City's "mgjor cpan space, itsparfeand playground". Part of the 
"waterfront exDerience" Is the visual ability to relate ths waters sdge to ths City's "cere1' and lo other topegrapnte 
features which give it a physical daflnltlon. My casual assessment suggests that views bad; to the City, sspecieily 
from the -3 Street Mole will bs nsgativsly impacts! by ths ovelcpment proposal. Ala, ths potsnual Impacts of 
views from the water to ths castal rim which defines ths northwest sdge of the Centra City area should also be 
svaiuataa 

4.3.1 Sccicsconomics - Affiled Environment (Pg. 4- \ 39 cencsrning ths Fiscal impact Asssssmeni) Tha use of 
psr capita end per acre msthccclcgiss tc calcuials ths operating public costs of srvicing ths project, while 
popular caausa of thsir simplicity, ^ m , at Best, to De cruos apprGcimaticns. The s r^ under svaiueticn has a 
relatively unique set of public ssrvican^fe when comparsd with the City inganerai. At the igastthaEISsneuld 
inaicats a r^laiivety \^M level of statistical cenndsres In ths results cf this wcrk, psTticuierty on ĥs cost side of 
ins equation. *? 

4.5.1 Sccicscncfnics - Aflecta! Environment (Pg. 4-142 concerning net and wmulative fiscal impsct) in a 
dlaussicn with ycur- offics i rsi^d a guastion concerning ths KXsjnKy of ths net and cumulative fiscal impact 
statistics - ape;1f icaily ss ralatsd to tha "feusinsss t2Kas" srci^lions in ths WiUiams « Kusbslbec^ TsAnicai 
Rapo*; (TaiDle 16). The ma^iituds of the numders 3sm inconsistent with presnt C1tyj-wl(^ revenues in these 
cats^xies and with ths gsr^ral sxps of the plannsS feveiepment 1 have not hard becic on this issua. Although j 
stare ths £15*3 ccneiysicn that tha flsai affects of the prope^j project sr^ likaly to be positive, il isn't ail clsgr 
that the© will prcvide a igLSsssilltc the City - sins this same tevsi cf dsvslcpment, with simjla* prcjsct-levei 

i n . ^ B 
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Page 8 - Comments on Boradway Complex EIR 
Sy Criag Adams 

fiscal benefits is llkaiy to ̂ cur avsn in the absnca sf the propessd proj 

1 heps these comments will ba usfui to the Wavy In Its continuing worfc &i the Sra^wey CosnpisK Project and that 
it will sssisi citizens and public officials In their dig£ssicrs and gvaiuatiens sf this Imocrtant sistter. 

Offira of the City Architect 
Office of Councilman 5sb Fikar 
Offica of-Councilman Ren Roberts 

Craig A 
293-3649 

S-21 
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STAT= OF CALiPORNfA 

STATE LANDS COMiVHSSJON 

USO T. MCCARTHY, Ljeutsnsnt Govarnof 
GSAV OAVIS. Controllar 
JSSSa S. HUFr, Dirsctor of Pingncs 

' / A 

• • ' , • . ^ i - • 

GEORGS DEUICMEJIAN, Governor 

sXECUTIVE OFFiCS 
1307- "SSth Strse? 
Sacrsmants, Caii^smia 9'5S14 

CHASLSS WARfigN 
Eaeeutrvo O^ficar 
{313)322-4103 -;.-

FOs ReL: G-10-07 
G-ic-oa 

W 24323 

Jima 4, 199 

Ofncer is Charge 
Western Division 
Naval Fscilitias Engiiiesi 

ComniaEd Detachment 
Broadway Compies 
555 Wsst Beach Street, Suits 
San Dieso, CA 52101-2937 

A i i ^ i i i O N : Captain Wsyse Goocennots, CEC United Statss Navy 

Dear Captain Goodsnsote; 

Staff of the State Lands Cosassissioii has reviewed the Draft EIS (DEIS) for 
the proposed redevclopmeat of the Navy Broadway Complex. We have âiso reviewed 
a copy of the document which is represented as a Draft EIR (DEIR) circulated by 
the City of San Diego for this project. We do not understand why this fonsat was 
chosen for a document of such inpon. In cor view, the document should have been 
an EIR/EIS, one document which incorporates the requirements of the CEQA and 
the NEPA; such a format is specifically provided for within the Stats EIR Guidelines. 
As constituted, the docaments and format are disjointed and confusing. Funhsnncre, 
we do not believe the incorporation of the DEIS into the DEIR conforms to the 
rec^ireineiits of Section 15150 of ihe State EIR Guidelines which states, in oan: 

M-1 
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For this and addidonal reasons which are discussed below, ws contend 'that the 
docum£nt(s), as presently constituted and circulated, ara wholly dendent snd 
inadequate under the requirements and standards set forth in the CEQA, 'the NEPA-, 
and related case law. Our comments, while referencing the DEIS, are equally | 
applicable to the DEIR and should "dierefore, be regarded as comments on said 
document j 

H=2 

GENERAL COMMENTS 

.onary 
Interest by virtue of the Public Trust Doctrine in the filled tidelands comprising the 
^Madway Complex. Tne Navy has not resolved ihe issue of this claim. 

Spedncally, our comments indicate the problems associated with ihe tide to th* 
property vis-a-vis tne narore oi the title to Vic ruDhc irost ianos conveyed to tne 
United States fcr cenain limited purposes; Le., "public defense'*, "miiitaiy purposes", 
snd "piers, landing and structures to be used by the United States Navy Department 
for a supply base and for landing purposes." 

Tee uses authorized for the State's prcpeny appear, as provided for in 
Alternatives A, B, C, D, E and F of the DEIS, to be in direct conflict with the uses 
proposed for the prcpeny. Other than ths 1 million square feet cf naval office space 
proposed for the area — the other proposed uses are ncn-nniitary. Clearly, up to 1.4 
million square feet of private ofiice space, 1.44 million square feet of hotel, and 
25,000 square feet of retail do not constitute military purposes. 

(2) Tne DEIS, for various project alternatives (i.e. pg. 1-9), identifies the neec 
for substantial offsetnng "local government" financial contributions for certain public 
infrastructure improvements. The document fails to identify and detail me 
specifications of the necessary infrastructural imprcvemenxs, the estimate of the cost, 
and the source of these "local govemmeat" financial contribudoas. 

We are informed mat the estimates of the Center City Development 
Corporation's Public Improvement Ccst Allocation (dated 5/10/90) for the Site «rovement Cost of the Navy Broadway Complex Project (dated July 23, 1539) 

tad to the project which is referenced in the Summary of Alternatives §1.22 (pga 
cf ths Draft EIS and elsewhere in the text and ss incorporated by reference .in 

the Draft EIR, total over $25 million and provide over S20 million in proposed 
expenditures by the San Diego Unified Port District. 

H=4 
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CAPTAIN Wi 
June 4, 1990 

^ GO' ER' i't. 

Jage j 

Tne SDUPD is limited in its ability to gxpend tidelsnds tr«3st fonds on property 
sot owned or controlled by the Fort. Ths Port does own some of the streets within 
the Navy Broadway Complex Project site; these, however;, are presently under lease to 
the Navy. Any infrastructure, demolition, landscaping or similar costs associated with 
this project cannot be financed with tideland trust funds unless they are on Port-
owned or controlled lands. Tne Port may only sspend ddelands trust mnds on lands 
or oroiects if such exoendilare provides some substantia! and direct benefit to the 

J 

J 
n-o 

ddelands trust imder their control, i se snbstaadal s-oms identified for expenditure by 
the ?on do not qualify under the above stated criteria-

Further, because the DEIS identifies the need for local public mnds for this 
proposed federal/private development, but fails to provide specificity as to costs and 
sources of rands, the social economic impacts and legality of those required 
expenditures are potentially significant, unresolved impacts. 

(3) The mingadon measures within the DEIS can be characterized respectively 
•as unspednc prospective, nonexistent, or inappropriately characterized. 

As an example, the mitigation for aesthetic impacts for soecined alternatives, as 
listed on page 4-114, is indicated to be compliance with draft urban design gmdeiines 
as specified in Appendix D of the DEIS. Will these impacts still be mitigated if the 
guidelines are changed in any way? 

As an addidenai example, on page 4-211, under MitigatioQ Measures, the DEIS ^-7 
states that the State SKPO "is consultins with the Naw on minsation-" 

n-o 

On page 4-147, compliance with building codes is characterized as midgatioi 
for geologic hazards in direct contradiction of the principle that compliance with 
existins law or reeulanocs does not constitute midsadon:' 

their effectiveness in reducing significant impacts to a level of insignificance. Tse 
document assumes e: 
Sucoortins evidence. 

Lastly, minganon measures are not analyzed, as reqmrea &y me UEQJ^. 
ng signifi 

ctiveness and asks that we accept its conclusions without any 

H-3 
J 

H-9 

(4) On page 5-1, Cumulative Imoacts, the DEI" **"*** states, 'The Navy^brcadwsy 
Complex is located in an area of San Diego that is undergoing substandal 
development....Cuinuiati.ve impacts are generally regional impacts associated with 

Hotel among others 

H-1C 
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4, 199C 

(5) Ws believe the designation of Alternative A, the project, as the 
environmentally superior alternative is not supportable under the provisioss of Secdon 
15126(d)(2) of the State EIR Guidelines. Since Alternative A, The Navy's preferred 
alternative" (page 1-4), is the project and "the no-acdon alternative, is the 
environmentaiiy superior alternative," the correct interpretadon of the above section 
dictates tha designation of an environmentally superior altemadve which is revealed as 
a result of the "environmental analysis and which is separate and distinct from either . 
*the project" or -the "no-action altemative.!, 

(6) We do not believe that each of the altemadve configurations of the Navy's 
preferred alternative, the project, is 'discussed to the same level of detail as reouired 
by the NEPA. The document does not enable dedsion-makars to, without additional 
analyses, consider any of them in place of the project 

H-

SPECIFIC COMMENTS 

It would be helpful fcr reviewers if the responses to 'the j 
NOI/NOP were included in the document as an appendk and the j ^ m i , 
comments therein referenced to 'ihose portions of the document in I 
wmcn the resoocse to eacn comment is located. J 

Pnfy.9 / - O J 

This "summary table" does not contain a summary of mitigation 
measures as stated. Furthermore, this section should contain a 
discussion of significance criteria used, to rank the impacts 
discussed within the document. 

H-1 

Fsgs 4-£&, Lopzg-

The entire issue of oarldn;'7 zmnacts related to me ^^oiect sn^ears 
unresolved and iunmiti'-ated. At pase 4*̂ 60 tne document states 
that 'The City of San Diego has no minimum or maximum 
parking requirements for development in me Centre City 
area,„Toe development of a paridng management nian for the 
Centre City area is the primary objective of ths ongoing Parking 
Management Studv for the Centrs City and Balboa Park areas15 

(emphasis added), ine determination of impacts, meir 

n 

2-25 
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K* « significance and appropriate nsitigation again appears to &e a 
moving target. Even under this circumstance, the project would 
not provide sufficient parking, with attendant, speculative adverse 
impacts on existing parking. Furthermore, such impact is to be 
mitigated by a "Long-Tena Travel Desnand Management (TD3S 
Program" which £Q^M include a number listed measures (see 
ssneral comments on sneculadve nature of midsadon). • • 

H-15 

FG§S 4-62, Uses3: What is the demand rate for residential uses? 

Page 4-108, 
Session 43.2: 

Fagi 4-115, 
Beckon 4.4,1 

Cansssuencss: 

Tne document states that, 'The draft design guidelines are 
provided in Appendix D and are subject to minor refinement 
between -ihe Navy and the City. Alternatives A, B, and the onsite 
component of AJtemative D are all generally consistent with the 
draf:'guidelines. Alternatives C and F are partially consistent 
Alternatives S and G are not consistent" (emphasis added). In 
spite of these statements, the conclusion reached on page 4-114 is 
that compliance with such guidelines would mitigate aesthetic 
impacts of the project and Alternatives B, C, D and F. This 
conclusion is: 1) unsupported, as are .all other statements 
regarding midgadon (see general comment 3); and 2) at best 
dependent on a modifier "if the project and its alternatives are 
modified (needs to be described) and if the guidelines remain 
substantially unchanged.7* 

H-17 

What is the basis tot the statement T h s CA risdng police facilides, 
:anpower, and available equipment are adequate to provide the 
reject site and surrounding .area with a sufficient level of police 

is ihe denmtion ot 
K-13 

general comment 4)? 
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WE G <MUiE 

Fggz 4-111 

Messsgrs: me documents states that the private dsvelopment withia the 
prqiec: has the potsntkl to csuse redcnsl Immigratiom This is 

6-1). 

7 .! ^ i ^ 

n 

f ^ 4-122, 

CorzsesgH&zcẑ  

rage 4-i^cr 

While the proposed proiect and alternatives "womd not adversely 
anect esasnng water tactiities, .it is not cieor, consicsrmg tne state 
of the drought that there will be sufficient water availabls to be 
put within the existing facilities for project needs. What effect 
will the project h^ve, In conjuncdcn with other projects, on water 
supply? Which other uses may have to be limited in order to 
supply ihe project, etc.? 

Z^fi^DT*'* th-*' • - "^^^•^ ' ^ r " IT*, '^ .^ 'QT?- ^ ' - .^^/ r r^^^ WMJC^S tdS'Dr-ici^S d2S 

significant adverse imnact that must be addressed. 

K-20 

H-2' 

Fzgs 4-126, 
MhigssiGn 

presently, and for the foreseeable future, is in violadon of 
comnliance o~de" 

H-22 

t 

I i-<iC! 
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CAPTAIN Ŵ  
June 4, 1990 

GOODERMOTE 

P-

F ^ s 4~1439 
Sezdcez 4 J 3 : 

Page 4-144, 
Section 4,5.1: 

Pegs 4-I47P 

F-ags 4-136, 
Secdcn 4.93: 

^sgs 4-229, 
bedscn 4.1*0.̂ : 

Fagsz &-!, 7-

Does the first statement of this-sesdcn ccz^ider required 
expenditures of either the City or the 'Port? What wiB be ths 
level of adverse impacts to Port finances as a result of the 

.g. monies (sales, transient occupancy and property STOte; K i ^ O , V 

and improvements? 

Does the available information indicate that tbe area soils are 

pa* 
conclusion; if not, what are the related adverse impacts on the 
parking issue - supply, etc? Will perpetual de-watering of the 
site be recaired-imcacts? 

'We have already indicated our concern with the adequacy of the 
last statement in 'mis section (see general comment 3). The 
effectiveness cf the building codes to mitigate geolo 
particularly liquefaction in the instant case, must be examined in 
light of he rscen: experience of San Francisco's Marina District 
If one presumes that the majority of buildings in that area were 
in compliance with that City's building code, the documents 
assumodon provides little comfort. 

1 

H-24 

H-2i 

~i 

H-2S 

Way is not the design midgadon for hotels also being applied to 
onsite office structures? This would also seem important since 
the occupancy of such buildings would coincide more with the 
times cf highest noise generating traffic. 

Although it is not specifically stated, one assumes ihat ail required 
slectricsi power will be supplied by the easting grid. What will 
be the cumulative impact on the grid from these additional uses 
^nd need of oower? 

Each of these sections should be revised In lisht cf the ccmmenLS 

H=23 

H-29 • 
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CAPTAIN WAYNE GOODERMO' 

Pagg 3 

In condusios, based on the comments presented, ws believe that both the 
process and document ars deficient in their compliance with the CEQA. and ths 
NEPA and that substantial rsvisicns are necessary. Should you have aay qussdoas 
regarding these comments, please contact Qznis Fcssum, Senior Staff Counsel (916-
322-2277) with regard to the State's claim and related matters and me (916-322-7327) 
with regard to environmental issues. 

H-30 

MUSJ' 

nis/rrsT 
J 

• 0 'M\$&/0 

WIGHT E. SANDERS, Onef 
Dif/ision of Research 

Planning 

;maa 

smcer 
^naries warren, icjcecutrve Otncer 
James F. Trout Assistant Esecudv; 
Rob-en C. Eight, Chief Counsel 
Curds Possum, Senior Staff Counsel 
Jamee Jordan Patterson, Deputy Attorney General 
Maureen A Stapleton, Deputy City Manager, City of San Diego 
Linda Fuller, Office of Planning and Research 
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H a r r y H V i l s o a 
2120 S Ca l l cw Avs 
Hs-3ffiartcs, VA 96312-2505 
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C f f i c s r I2 C h a r t s 
V e s t a r a D iv i s i c s i J a v a l F a c i l i t i s s E ^ g i n a ' a r i ^ S Ccssaad- • 

D s t a c h a e ^ t 
Broad'rfay Cc3Bpl«s 
555 V Eeach S* 
S u i t s iCl 
San Dis^Q, CA 92101-2337 

Dear S i r 

Thani: you fcr 'cha oppartu-lty to ccssss.^ cs tha Draft 
Eaviroasiental Impact Stataaaat far ths H&Ty Erciad"^ay Ccaipia: 
?rc j ect, San Diego, Cal if crais.. 

I ccr-c-ir that Altaraati?« A shs-ald ba tha praf arrad 
altaraatlva. 

Qa Fiacres 3-3, 4—7, aad 4-52 tha rail lias to ta 
rataiaed should ba showa to hals crisat tha plaa. 

rasa 4-35, Public Traasit/TrS-aspcrtatioa, siora ssphEsis 
should be plaasd ca usa of aasss traasit. ' Vith ail tha 
parkla^ spacas baia^ provided, will it iacraasa slagle 
accipancy ^ahiala usa? I raalias that sose of ths spaces 
ara ziaad for fleat <3:otor pool) vahiolss la tha Zavy par^ia^ 
araas. ••;• 

1=3 

?a^a 4 - 1 1 5 , s e c t i o n 4 . 4 . 2 , ? l r a F r o t a c t i o a . why i s ths 
t ima jfor t h a Navy F i r a D a p a r t a a a t t o t r a v a l 3 . 7 a l i a s Co 
aia"utas> a l a i c s t t h a s a s a f o r t h a C i t y F i r a Dapa r t aa : 
t r a v a l 0, 5 mi l a s C4-S s a i a ^ t a s > ? 

?aga 4 - 1 2 5 , s a o t i o a 4 . 4 . 7 , S o l i d V a s t a , what p e r c a a t a g a 
;f t h a f i g i i r a s i a c l u d a r e c y c l i a ^ ? Vhy i s a o t h i a g seat ' ioa-sd 
. 301211 r S O T O I l a 1 

; a r o a a t w i l l b< 
.o'va oa s o l i d wssts*7 

'ao"?oi.ad o~-r "^aa siswi* 

j - o 

?asa 4 - 1 3 1 , T a b l e 4. o - l , what i s t h a oor ra - s t a^a'cer s f 
asa io 'Taas f o r t h s s a r v l c a oco"a t a t i oa7 

2-00 
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?aga 4 - 1 3 4 , s s c t i o a 4 . 5 , 2 a a d p a g a 4 - 1 1 3 , s e e t i c a 
4 . 4 . - 3 , what t h a p a r s s a t a s - s of • o r i v a t a da-valo'cissat w i l l be 
f r o a p r i v a t e c o s r p a n i a s s o ^ l a ^ t h - a i r o f f i c e s f r o a o t h e r S a a 
Diago I c c a t i o a s v s new c o a r o a a i s s s s c v i a s i a f r o a o u t of t h a 
a r a a i a t o t h a asw o o a o l a ^ ? 

Paga 4 - 1 4 6 , a f f e c t s oa s o i l a a d a r c s i c a , what w i l l be 
• r V , • f a ^ ^ ^ g ^ ^ ^ 

parkia^, see lag that is will be located ia tha groTiad ^̂ ate: 
table? Will iaak orcof tracks haul it or ras^lar trucks? 
How wet is tha soil? 'ihere will ths ssil ba disposed of? 

i-8 

• 

Page 4-143, Ground water, para 2, it states that ao Ic-ag 
terai iacraases ia nzacff wculd occur siaca the Fav̂ r Broadway 
Complex sita is already fully developed with iapervious 
S'arT-î s.si la- alsc<k X thsir- •should ba scaie decrease of 
ruaoff due to the opea space(park). Dapeadiag oa dasi^a of 
the hotels their should also be opea space <la'?̂ as) , 

Page 4-220, how will it be detersiaed where•the 
Lewaterec gro i--^ *fl r. 

weter ?3es 

Vhaa will the aoisa aad air sollutioa d' 
coastructioa ba coasidarad? 

" • • * * s s -11 
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CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OrFJCi 

ISOC PACIFIC HISMWAV, SAftJ-OIEGO. C^UPCSNiA SSIOT-SATS 

j une .93" 

Cfficsr in Charge 
Western Division Navsl Facilities Engineering Command 

Detachsent 
Broadway Coaiple:; 
555 West Seech Street, Suite 101 
San Diego, CA 92101-2937 

AXTZNTIONt Captain Wayne Gooderaiota, CHC? USN 

J-w'taS ii "W =<= 

Dear Caotain Goodermote^ 

Ws appreciate the opportunity to easanent on tha draft Envircnasntal 
Ijnpact Stataaant (EIS) fcr the Navy Broadway Complex project, 

Tiia County's concern as expressed in our initial ccffiiaants regarding 
this projact is that tha usa cf off-site, peripheral parking should 
be utilised by the major vatar waterfront property owners including 
the Navy, the County and tha Port District to minimise tha need fcr 
waterfront parking-

provide additional mitigation for traffic and parking impacts 
impacts generated hy the Navy, Santa ?e and other large 
davelocmsnts. In addition, it would help to reduce tie Navy's 
parking ratio cf 1.23 spaces per 1000 s-ruare feet of office space. 
to the 1.0 spaces per 100 0 square feet recsmEs 
Centrs city Community Plan 

,--.̂ .«̂  in the draft 



Wa appraciate 
transportation 
incorporated ir. 
congastion. 

ether asasurss, includiag a prctcsad 
.d management (TDH) prsgraa, which ths Navy has 

the projsct as a seans to raduce downtown 
.„^v"-3 

Robinson, Dir< 

Sincsr-sly, 

ny ques t ions or4 our ceasments, p l ease contact Rich 
c. -̂  j 'etc ws) 3 (•*'*• ?* f tha Qffica sf Special Jroiects at 531-4343, 

Chief Administrative Offices 
/ / 

/ 
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Cttizess Coordinate 
iCf 300 

eamry J 
1549 El Prsda. Rm. 4 
San Diego. CA 92101 
let: (619)232-7196 

J u n e 4 , 1330 
Daniel A l i a 
Wayne Suss 
Nica Calsviis 
Sussa A- Carter 
Jim CMISWOTJI 

iudit^ Callizj; 
Diane 3ariow C J C 
Ciarics Cocps-
Bmcs Dirronnoa 
Essiiy 2uraa 
Lais rong-Sakai 

3oi3 riasunan 
Jame: Kufcbeil 
>.'UchaEi Jrakias 
HLccr Seca 
NiarLecs Kcbrak 

3cb UfGsr 

• Mane Surics Ua 
?^si Marts 
Hamiiica iviaision 
Linda i-oichaei 
Kici b nil Mccrc 
ICnthv N". Scawans 
Philip S. Piyde 
Sunhajn Raiiiy 
Rsgsr R^/eiie 

Mas Schmidt 
Aiid^w Scurock 
Judy S^-irJ: 
loves Uroaii 
Connie Willeas 
Don Wcod 

Captain Wayne K, Gcccersiotŝ  CEC^ 
Western Division Naval Facilities 

sfcs Engineering Ccmnand Detachment 
Broadwav Complsx 
555 West Beech Straet? Suits 101 
San Dieao, CA 92101-2937 

Re Sia/EIi 

Dear Captain Gocdemote: 

C3 is in receipt of the Draft Envircnsisntal Impact Report and 
Statement dated April} 13 90' for the iJavy Broadway Complex 
project in San Disco, 

Our revisv TS^.i*!^ 

he Broadway Conip ̂  
nicnie o c o o r t u n i t v 

ial toga f.hsi-r j-i ̂ -h -•̂ i"'' particioaticn 
oordinating Group has given us a 

•̂ ij-uû  -jyuu-uu-iiL/ to evaluate the process taicen in tha 
development cf planning alternatives. While we havs been and 
•raTn»i" in f-11 support of ths Havy's steps to involve 

advisors and the general conmunity In the 
lot in agreement with the 

and feel that the 
at are critical to 

remain ii 
c-rcfessional 

:st-; ̂ n privatissu^Oi 
oriicarv us 

should be cons 

given ths city strategic importance within the United States. 
As the city has matured? so has its downtown to where private 
radsvalopmsnt has a mementum of its own leaving open space and 
view corridors in relationship to the bayfront in a vulaerabls 
position. In light of this changa} C3 feels that the Navy 
should not orcceed with its "Drotosad tublic-trivats venture 
to ths extent that over three million square feet is built on 
blocks one through four. Ws believe that funding the 
approxiaiats one million square feet needed for new Navy office 
space through Military Construction (WILCQIJ) appropriations 
is in the best interest of the taxpayer and that minimal 

comtliiaSiit the site's 

•'<-9 
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ptain Gooderaota 
June 4, 1390 
Page 2 

The fact that appro^iaiataly IS acres of under utilised faderai 
land sxists at tha terminus of tha cantral business district 

fcrtunata* In context to cur natio: capitalj this 
property presents a similar potential in architecture and 
landscape design that was availabls to Lf Enfant when 
Washington,"D.C, was first layed out beside the Potomac River. 
Its highest aad best use will be obtained by retaining the 
open spacs resource and not giving it up for high intensity, 
income producing development that presents a financial risk 
to the public and draws desand a^ay fros other mora suitably 
olaced coromsrciax trcjects that provide tax increment funds 
and developer fees tc the city of San Diego, 

The Environmental Zmpact Statssent draws ths conclusion that 
Alternative A will "maximise connaunity objectives and provide 
for a number of beneficial uses," Unfortunately? it reaches 
this opinion without providing an economic feasibility study. 
Why. fcr instance, is a residential use not possible? Will 
ihe Port of San Diago require compensation in exchange for 

Centre C n •? <-•ô o 

K-4 

L-vb 

K= 

C3?s basic concern ia that the SIS is not objective enough. 
Ultimately, it should challenge more cf the parameters and 
principles set down by the Navy. We are hopeful that this 
will fellow, J 

C3 wishes tc thank you for allowing u; 
proposed Broadway Complex. 

;o oo en the 

Rasoectfully, 
I S 

' r e d e r i c k H> Harks Chaiman 
I sn t r s C i t v Cosssi t tse 

PMH/igs 

cc i ?ets Alison 
2111 Lowerr 
Abbe Wolfshaiaer 
H. Wss Pratt 
Judy McCarty 
Larry Honsarrats 
Ernest Hahn 

—•T"! a*^ ^"ilb"*50"? 

Hon Roberts 
Linda Bernhardt 
3ob Fliner 
Maureen Staplaton 
Don Nay 

Maureen 07 Connor 
John Hartley 
J > Bruce Henderson 
Mike Stepner 
John Daviss 

3»3S 



EORGS OEUKMSJtAN 

i s h of ©alffonris '^jojiji 

(913) 323-" 

June 4, 1930 

tj- S. Department cf the Navy 
Western Division 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
ATTN; Officer in Charge, Broadway Complex 
555 West" 3each Street, Suits 101 
San Diego, CA 92101-2337 

SIOC; Office of Flacniag aad Hasaaroh 
S ta t s Clearinghouse 

r - . j D r a f t E n v i r o n m e n t a l Impac t K a p o r t / S t a t e m e n t f o r t h e Navy 
fca. Broadway Comsle^ P r o j e c t , San Diego County 

(3CH S811020.S) 

ks t h s da s i s t a t ad O i l i f o m i a Single Pciat of CoatactB pursuaat to Execut ive 
Order 1,2372, the Office of Planning aad Hasearch t r a n s a i t s at tached comments 
a_3 t h e S t a t e Process Escccaendation. 

This reecrjnendation I s a ccnsensusi so coposiag ccsnsats have been received. 
I n i t i a t i o n of the "acccnaacdi te o r es j la in 1 5 rasponss by-your agency i s , 
t h e r a f o r a , i t ef fect <> 

•Sincerely, 

AttAOhraant 

2-0S 



R a s o o r c s a Suifcjing 

M I S Hlntft S l r ^ i 

35314 

iSlS} 4^5-3-653 
TDO (9131 024-032-4 

Calitcmra C^Rao^at i 0" Corps 

Oacanmsnt 3f Cartsfflfvgtica 

De&srtmsRE si i^sft and ' j sms 

Caea-tmcsK s i Partes antJ SscraotiOfl 

Ospanmsr t t sf Watar flesouress 

•GEORGE D E U K M E J I A N 

GOVERNOR OF 

CALIFOPiNtA 

ion-i '^ 

JURCES AGENCY Or CALIFORNIA 
SACRAMENTO. CAL!pCaN!A 

Air Seaowrcea Soafd 
Caiiftmia Coastal Csf-nwEt'O" 
Csiifofrva Tafio® Conser-jsncy 
CsiHomtS 'I&3£13 MeriBSBrr-Qn'. 

Soara 
Colorasc Sivef BoarC 
s-isrey Sssou^css C.snsflriation 

Ana Cev8ioof^en[,!^orfimiSEion 
Se.1 ?r3ftciac3 Saw Ccnsarwaticrs 

siie Oevaiooment Commission 
Siste Cosstai Cans^rv3i".(r,f 
Stats u m e s Sii»iSiO.T 

Scare 
:a-sgtcp.£l Watar Cuaisey 

CiSfKrai Sosrss 

U- S3 Departaent of t h e Mavy 
Western Division 
Haval F a c i l i t i e s Engineer ing Ccsnaand 
ATTN": Officer in Charge. Broadway Cssiolesc 
555 West Beech S t r e e t , S u i t e 101 
San Diego. CA 32101-2937 

J.3 3Z 

?>«=: 

Tiie Stats h.ss reviewed tiie Draft Hrvi'^c^^^ntal ^soact Heoor^^ 
Statement for the Navy Broadway Complex Project, San Diego 
County, submitted through the Office of Planning and Research 

/ - . - , •: 4 rf. i ^T^ J . » We coordinated review of t h i s docjmsnt with, the Cs.'. 
Coasta l •• S t a t s La^ds Coss i s s i cns t^"* ^ ^ ^ P^eecii'^cee ^pa1"^ t^i 
San Diego Regional Water Qual i ty „*- .« , , - , 1 i-Sl"b» 

;oaro.s, ana t a 

Transocrtetion« 
and Recreation, and 

Tbe Department of Conservation has provided the attached cosaaents 
for your consideration. 

The State Lands Ccaanission responded directly in c 
dated June 4, ISrC^ After contacting the Officer in Charge, th 
California Coastal Commission states they will be commenting 
directly. 

The Sen Diego Regional Water Quality Control Beard states that 
they are currently working with the Navy on this project. 

"••̂ •̂ "'ng an epportunitv to review this troje w-i. w V j . 
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^ i Gordon F. Snow/ ?h>! 
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< i THS S£30URC£J AQBHCf Of CAUFORWU 

ai3o 'i n d u m 

To Dr, Gordon F> Snow 
Assistant Secretary for Resources 

Capt. Wayne Goodermote 
City of San Diego a U.S. Dept, of the Navy 
555 West Beech Strsst, Suite 101-
San Diago, CA 52101-2337 

Dcts 

=. i& iuojecr: 

May 24, 1350 

Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement fo 
the Navy Broadway 
Complex, 
SCH^ 883.18233 

proposed redevelopment will include up ts 1 million square feet 
of Navy administrative offices and 2.145 million square feet of 
ai^sd private office, commercial and retail uses. The following 
report was rsviewed by DMGs 

o Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Navy Broadway Comelax 
Projsot, San Diego, California, April 139 0. SCH# 88110203. 

Based on cur review of this report, we offer the following 
comments: 

1. Ths Draft SXS has not adaquataly described ths extent and 
the mitigative measures for the geologic and seismic hazards 
affecting tha project. Ho gaotachnioal data is provided to 

3 demonstrate that sufficient analysis of the projac^'s 
geologic cr seismic setting has been performed to assess 
potential for ground shakin 
lateral spreadin 
events on nearby faults 

•M 7 .aw --,«-.S~^ ace rupturs 
3attlament 

:? liquefaction, 
from sal iMid.'a 

The D: US references a 
gaotachnioal study by Kirsch and Associates, 1933, but 

(* " - -̂ ^̂  ̂  
•ihe results cf the geotechnical study, no sits-speoific 
ssthocs are given fcr mitigating tha geologic and seismi 
ha sards at ths project site. 

ie aetnocs therisf^re, s i t e - s p e c i f i c s tudies to d-staraina t 
mit igat ion fcr seismic or geologic hazards shcu 
a par t of tha NZPA process , and should be included in ̂ ie 
a i ^ i i S i L = ^ « a J J J % a L « a U ~ V 4 u u U a M W w ^ U ' A a i C L S u - i » i » „ •& , i * f S & ^ " W S a i d w U =••—' : = i d S 
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Dr. Srscw/Capt. Goodermote 
May 2 4 , 1350 
Page Two 

0000012 

Ho cata xs presentee in tha Draft EIS en tne level cr ground 
shaking expected at the project sit£0 The project site is 
located adjacent to tha Rose Canyon Fault. This Fault is 
considered active, having maximum credible earthquakes (MCE) 
of magnitude -7.0 {Wesneusky, 1335; Andarson, et al, 1333). 
Earthquakes on other active faults? such as ths Coronado 
Banks and Slsinera Faults3 may also affect the project site, 
A recant evaluation indicates that ths Coronado Banks Fault 
has a MCE of magnitude 7-3/4 (Anderson, at al, 1985}. 

Therefore,, additional data is needed on ths potential 
impacts and proposed mitigation measures from ground shaking 
due to large earthquakes on nearby active faults, Ths Final 
EIS should provide estimates of potential strong ground 
motion at the site, surface rupture, liquefaction,- seismic-
induced settlement, and failure from shaking of dock 
facilities and retaining walls. Data on the expected ground 
motion parameters should include, peak ground acesiaration, 
duration of strong shaking, and site period. Data to 
support ths analysis should be included in the Final EIS. 
If methods of mitigation are needed, they should ba 
developed for inclusion in tha Final EIS so that they can be 
rsviswsd. 

Ths Draft EIS does not adequately address the potential fo: 
licuefaction LS oroisct site Ths Draft EIS states onlv 
that the project site has a potential for liquefaction. The 
soils underlying tha site apparently consist of hydraulic 
fill over bay mud, which typically have a moderate ts high 
potential for liquefaction- Ho site-specific methods are 
given for mitigating liquefaction. .The only mitigation 
given is the statement that the project site is at tha same 
risk from liquefaction as the rest of San' Diego Bay, 

Thsrefcra, additional information should be developed on the 
potential for liquefaction, lateral spreading, seismic and 
differential settlement at the project. Sita-specific 
geotechnical data is needed to properly svaluata the 
potential for licuafaction at the projsot site. In̂  
particular, information on any soil intervals aspectad to 
liquefy and the araal extant of these liquefiabls soils 
should "oa Included in the Final EXS, Sits™specific methods 
of mitigation should be proposed vithin the contact of this 
new m 1 ^ ^ - ^ i . i ' - - : 

The Draft SIS does not address the impacts 
from inundation due to a tsunami or seiche, 
Citv Seismic Safety Element indicates that 

j the pro3act 
Ths 3an Diago 
le proj set sit; •^ 

•40 


